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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir Is UNDERSTOOD that the Council of Judges, after considering 
a proposal that, for the future, the Trinity Sittings should end on 
the 10th of August, and the Michaelmas Sittings should begin on 
the 24th of October, came to the following resolutions :—“ (1) 
Considering the heavy and continuous strain, mental and physical, 
throughout the greater part of the year, on the judges and the 
leading members of the bar, heavier and more continuous, as the 
judges believe, than on any persons employed in any other voca- 
tion, the judges being of opinion that it would be inexpedient to 
shorten the period of the summer legal vacation, which has, because 
of the necessity of a long rest, existed for so many years, recom- 
mend that no alteration be made in the Long Vacation. (2) The 
judges being of the same opinion from a consideration of the 
habits of the majority of the people interested in such a question, 
an interference with which habits in the manner proposed would, 
in the opinion of the judges, entail a serious hardship on jurymen 
and witnesses, and on suitors, solicitors, and officers, without any 
established necessity for the proposed alteration, recommend that 
no alteration be made in the Long Vacation.” 





DIRECTIONS HAVE BEEN GIVEN that the chief clerks of Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon shall, during the Christmas Vacation, remove 
into the chambers prepared for them in the west wing of the 
Royal Courts of Justice ; but doubts are entertained whether the 
rooms are sufficiently dry for immediate occupation. 





A NEW PRACTICE under which, perhaps, ultimately all motions 
will be placed in the paper of the day, has been initiated 
by Mr. Justice Fry, who has directed that all notices of 
motion by leave for days other than those appointed for motions 
shall be placed in the paper of the day, and at the head of it, 
unless otherwise ordered. It will be observed that this does not 
apply to motions to be made on the regular motion days. 





Mr. Justice Kay announced on Wednesday that the whole 
of the business now before Mr, Justice Cuirry would be trans- 
ferred to his court during the absence of Mr. Justice Cu1rry on 
circuit, and that all the business of his court would be transferred 
to Mr. Justice Manisty during the same period. Mr. Justice 
Manisry will cecupy the Rolls Court, while Mr. Justice Kay will 
continue to sit in his own court. 





THE RESIGNATION by Sir Montacve Sarr of his office as 
paid judge of the Judicial Committee, following the death of Sir 
James CotviLuE, brings into operation the provision of the 
Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, authorizing the appointment of 
a third Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, who it is to be presumed will 
be a Privy Councillor, and, subject to the performance of his 
duties as to the hearing of appeals in the House of Lords, will 
sit as a member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 
It is probably not premature to conjecture that the announcement 
of the intention to confer a peerage on Sir G. W. BramweE zt has 
some connection with the appointment of a new Lord of Appeal. 





WE BELIEVE that the works at the Royal Courts of Justice will 
be eompleted under the direction of the gentlemen who haye 





assisted the late Mr. Street, R.A., in the course of the undertak- 
ing. Every essential design has been made by the late architect, 
and it only remains to carry them out. The groined roof of the 
Central Hall has been completed; the supports for the floors of 
the courts are being put in position, and as soon as the floors are 
laid, the fittings, which are already prepared, will be fixed. 





ONE OF THE STRANGEST EPISODES connected with the tral of 
GuiTEav for the murder of the late President of the United 
States, is the lecture on the case delivered in Washington by the 
prisoner’s counsel. According to the telegraphic accounts, Mr. 
ScoviLtz, while the trial was proceeding, seems to have thought it 
becoming to address a popular audience on behalf of the prisoner, 
discussing the conduct of the trial, urging his belief in the insanity 
of the prisoner, and predicting that “if he was hanged, the post 
mortem examination would prove him to be insane.” And the 
audience are stated to have adopted a resolution sympathizing 
with the prisoner’s family, and “complimenting Mr. ScoviLLe 
on his management of the case.” All we can say is that it is well 
for Mr. Scovi1E that the trial and this little episode did not occur 
on this side of the Atlantic. Mr. SxrpwortH will be able to 
testify that the cost of like proceedings here is somewhat heavy ; 
not less than a fine of £500, and a sentence of three months’ “im- 
prisonment, inflicted by summary order of the court. But it is 
probable that the law of contempt of court has not yet reached 
in America the development it has received here in recent years. 
American judges probably do not think it worth while to notice 
comments of fanatical adherents of a defendant, and have probably 
no great sympathy with the exercise of an irresponsible power of 
punishment by the very tribunals whose conduct is called in 
question. 





THE action of the Scottish committee to which we referred 
last week has been followed up by a meeting of a joint com- 
mittee of representatives of legal bodies in different parts of 
Scotland, at which five resolutions were passed in favour of the 
exemption of Scotland from the provisions of ord. 11, r.1. It is 
declared that the provisions of rule la “have not had the an- 
ticipated effect of abating the grievance complained of,” and the 
complaint is made afresh that the practice objected to involves 
a breach of the 19th article of the Act of Union. As to this, it 
is sufficient to say that the article referred to provides “that 
no causes in Scotland shall be cognoscible by the Courts of Chan- 
cery, Queen’s Bench,” &c.; but the actions to which the proce- 
dure is restricted by ord. 11, r. 1—viz., actions in which the 
subject-matter is property situate within the English jurisdiction 
or acts, deeds, wills, or things affecting such property, and actions 
upon contracts made or broken within the English jurisdiction— 
cannot properly be said to be “causes in Scotland.” The con- 
venience of English plaintiffs is, of course, altogether ignored, but 
we hope that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society will 
see that this question is pressed on the attention of the Govern- 
ment, 


| 





Ir Is ANNOUNCED that, in the event of a vacancy being caused 
| in the representation of the borough of Malmesbury by the death 
' of Mr. Powe tt, certain gentlemen will offer themselves as candi- 
_ dates for the vacancy. It is, unfortunately, only too probable that 
| the vacancy in question has occurred ; but it may well be doubted 
whether there is sufficient evidence of Mr. PowEx1’s death to jus- 
tify the Speaker in issuing his warrant for an election during the 
recess. The machinery for such an election is fully provided by 
24 Geo. 8, c. 26. This Act provides that the Speaker may issue 
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his warrant to the Clerk of the Crown to make out a new writ for 
electing a member in the room of any member of the Hotse who 
shall happen to die during the recess, “ as soon as he shall receive 
notice, by a certificate under the hands of two members of the 
House of Commons, of the death of such member.” “ The certifi- 
cate,’”’ it is added, ‘‘ may be in the form or to the effect comprised 
in the schedule’’ annexed to the Act. This certificate purports to 
certify that the deceased member died on the day of 
It seems, upon the construction of this Act, that although the form 
need not be strictly adhered to, and the exact day of death need 
not be certified, yet something approaching to a legal certainty of 
the fact of death before the date of the certificate would have to 
be arrived at, and that the Speaker has no discretion to go behind 
the certificate. The writ, therefore, can hardly be expected to 
issue until Parliament is in session, when, not the evidence required 
by the Act, but reasonable certainty, would be sufficient. 











Tue Court or Appzat has reversed the decision of DENMAN 
and Bowen, JJ., in two of the recently decided cases with regard 
to the much-vexed question when the occupier of a room ina 
dwelling-house can, for the purposes of the parliamentary 
franchise, be considered to be the occupier of a dwelling-house. 
It is extremely difficult to say what the effect of the decision of the 
Court of Appeal is until it is exactly reported in the regular law 
reports. We observe that very off-hand opinions are expressed 
in the reports and articles in the daily papers as to the effect of 
the judgment, some of which opinions seem to us of doubtful 
accuracy. It does not appear to us, so far as we can judge, that 
the court above differed from the court below so much on any 
distinet question of law,or on the construction of the statutes, as 
on the inference of mixed law and fact to be drawn from certain 
statements in the two cases the judgment in which was reversed, 
as to the character of the occupation. We understand that, in 
both these cases, there were statements from which the Court of 
Appeal gathered that the landlord of the house not only retained 
part of the house in his occupation, but retained or exercised 
some general control over the house as a whole. The court below 
appear to have thought, if we are not mistaken, that this general 
control practically amounted to nothing. We have always contended 
that the Act of 1878 by no means amounted to an abolition of the 
lodger franchise—a construction which appears to have been rashly 
contended for by some—and that it was a very nice question of 
mixed law and fact, depending on the circumstances of the particu- 
lar case, whether a man was a lodger or an inhabitant householder. 
Both the court below and the Court of Appeal hold that a part of 
a house not structurally severed may now be occupied as a house 
or as lodgings, and that it is a difficult question, depending on the 
particular facts in each case, whether the character of the occupa- 
tion is such as to make the tenant a mere lodger or an independent 
householder. It is obvious to anyone reading the report of the 
judgment that the result of the decision of the Court of Appeal is 
not to be summarized in the reckless, rough and ready manner to 
which have alluded. It is easy, of course, to suggest cases well 
on each side of the line. It is now clear that if the landlord does 
hot reside in the house or keep any servant in it to exercise con- 
trol, but lets off the whole house to different persons who exercise 
the exclusive control over their respective rooms, except so far as 
the landlord may retain control for the purposes of repairs, the 
occupiers of the different rooms will be householders. It is also 
clear that if the landlord retains part of the house which he 
occupies by himself and his servant, and retains the general con- 
trol over the house 4s a whole, the sub-tenants are merely 
lodgers. The question which the decision does not seem distinctly 
to decide, so far as we can judge from the newspaper reports, 
is whether or no the fact of the landlord's retaining part of the 
house necessarily involves that the sub-tenant is a lodger—whether 
there cannot be an occupation of part of a house by some other 
person than the landlord as a householder, if the landlord lives 
in the house, Some of the comments on the recent decisions 
very dogmatically assert that they decide this point. We feel 
doubtful whether they do altogether decide it. Practically 
speaking, it may, as a matter of fact, be almost universally the 
case that when the landlord lives in the house he does exercise 
general control over it as a whole; it may be that the inference 








primd facie is that he does, and it may be that it is very difficult 
in most cases to prove the contrary; but this is not the same 
thing as deciding as matter of law that where the landlord lives in 
the house the sub-tenant must necessarily be a lodger and can 
never be a householder. It does seem to us to involve a certain 
absurdity to say that, if a person rents rooms in a house of which 
his occupation is precisely the same in either case, his qualifica- 
tiou depends on the mere question whether the rest of the house 
is retained by the landlord, or let off to another person. Assume 
that in the one case the landlord never in any way does anything 
of any sort other than the co-tenant of the other part of the 
house does in the other case, why should the occupation be that 
of a mere ledger in the one case and of a householder in the 
other? We shall look with interest for the appearance of the 
legal reports of these cases to see how far a solution of this 
question is given. 





Ir WILL BE SEEN from a case of Copp v. Lynch and the Law Life 
Assurance Company, which is reported in another column, that the 
question whether, where the relationship of solicitor and client 
exists, the solicitor can legally take a commission from an insu- 
rance office on a policy effected in the course of the business in 
which he is employed, is likely shortly to come before the High 
Court. 








THE ARBITRARY DISCRETION OF THE 
COURT UNDER THE CONVEYANCING 
ACT. 


At the present day two causes are at work to obliterate the 
distinction, which was formerly so strongly marked, between 
English judges and virtuous Turkish cadis. One of them is the 
increasing crop of statutes and the carelessness (often condemned 
by the judges themselves) with which they are too often drafted. 
The other cause is the high and unsullied character of our 
judges, which has so effectually earned for them a deserved venera- 
tion, that Parliament is more ready to thrust the responsibility of a 
discretion upon them than they themselves are to assume it. The 
poor quality of the parliamentary grist makes it often necessary, 
if any product of common-sense is to be evolved out of the half- 
chaotic mass, that the judges of to-day shall permit themselves 
much greater liberty in dealing with the letter of the law than 
would have commended itself to the judges almost of yesterday. 

Our purpose to-day is not to debate whether such changes are 
for good or for evil, but to point out that, partly through 
negligence and partly by design, they are taking place; and 
in particular, that a huge stride in this direction has been 
taken by the Conveyancing Act. The public seems at present to 
have a very imperfect apprehension of the vast increase in the 
mere arbitrary discretion of the courts which that Act has effected. 

The earliest example in the Act of this extension of arbitrary 
discretion is contained in section 5. 


“5.—(1.) Where land subject to any incumbrance, whether immediately 

payable or not, is sold by the court, or out of court, the court may, if it 
thinks fit, on the application of any party to the sale, direct or allow 
payment into court, in case of an annual sum charged on the Jand, or of a 
capital sum charged on a determinable interest in the land, of such amount as, 
when invested in Government securities, the court considers will be sufficient, 
by means of the dividends thereof, to keep down or otherwise provide for that 
charge, and in any other case of capital money charged on the /and, of 
the amount sufficient to meet the incumbrance and any interest due thereon ; 
but in either case there shall also be paid into court such additional amount as 
the court considers will be sufficient to meet the contingency of further costs, 
expenses, and interest, and any other contingency, except depreciation of 
investments, not excceding one-tenth part of the original amount to be paid in, 
unless the court for special reason think fit to require a larger additional 
amount. . 
“*(2.) Thereupon the court may, if it thinks fit, and either after or without 
any notice to the incumbrancer, as the court thinks fit, declare the land to be 
freed from the incumbrance, and make any order for conyeyance, or vesting 
order, proper for giving effect to the sale, and give directions for the retention 
and the investment of the money in court.” 


The gravity of this enactment hardly admits of exaggeration. 


By section 2, sub-section (vii.), “ incumbrance includes a mort- 
gage in fee, or for a less estate.” Section 69, sub-section (iii.), 
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enacts that “every application to the court shall, except where it 
js otherwise expressed, be by summons at chambers.”’ ‘The section 
applies to ordinary sales as well as to sales by the court. We may 
hope that general regulations will be made to put some restraint 
upon powers so evidently liable to abuse. But as the matter now 
stands we see nothing to prevent any mortgagee of land from 
being redeemed behind his back, by an order made by a chief 
clerk at chambers, upon an ex parte application, at which no one 
is obliged to be present except persons whose interests are adverse 
to that of the mortgagee, and whose interest it is to keep him in 
the dark. 

The objectionable character of the section is enhanced by the 
obscurity of those parts which, more than any others, needed to be 
made clear. There is no obscurity about those parts which give 
the court power to permit a mortgagee to be redeemed behind his 
back; but much obscurity hangs about the provisions which seem 
to have been designed to give him some protection under those 
circumstances. We find three phrases used to describe the 
incumbrances which the section contemplates; (i.), “an annual 
sum charged on the land” ; (ii.), “a capital sum charged on a 
determinable interest in the land’’; and (ili.), ‘‘ any other case of 
capital money charged on the land.” It is difficult to give any 
meaning to this distinction between “the land”? and “ determin- 
able interest in the land,’’ unless the former means an interest in 
the land which is not determinable ; that is, an estate in fee simple. 
The first two kinds of incumbrance seem, upon this hypothesis, to 
be respectively (i.), a rent charge (whether terminable or not) 
issuing out of land held in fee simple subject thereto ; and (ii.) 
any principal sum charged by way of mortgage upon a less estate 
than a fee simple, In both these cases the sum to be paid into 
court must be, in the opinion of the court, “ sufficient, dy means of 
the dividends thereof, to keep down or otherwise provide for’’ the 
incumbrance. In the third case, which seems to include the case 
of a mortgage in fee simple, the protection given by the section is 
much less adequate. Nothing is here said about the sufficiency of 
the dividends: the Act speaks only of “the amount sufficient to 
meet the incumbrance and any interest due thereon”; together 
with a further margin, which is not generally to exceed ten per 
cent. These expressions, ‘the amount”? and “any interest due 
thereon,” seem most naturally to mean the bare amount of the 
principal, together with any interest which may be actually due 
at the time when the order discharging the incumbrance is made ; 
upon which latter point the court, in the absence of the creditor, 
will, it would seem, be forced to rely upon the evidence of the 
debtor. There seems at present to be no reason why, after the 
commencement of the Act, any mortgagee in fee should not be 
liable to the sudden discovery that his mortgage has been com- 
muted behind his back for a sum of consols bearing interest at 
three per cent. In this respect mortgagees of leaseholds seem to 
be placed in a safer position by the Act than mortgagees in fee 
simple. 

We find nothing in the section to indicate that the court has 
power, out of the margin of (not exceeding) ten per cent., to 
indemnify the unfortunate mortgagee for the sudden fall of his 
income to three per cent. upon his capital; unless this was in- 
tended to be effected by the words, “such additional amount as 
the court considers will be sufficient to meet the contingency of 
further costs, expenses, and interest, and any other contingency.” 
But such a diminution of income would very improperly be styled 
a “ contingency” ; and even granting that the last cited words can 
by possibility bear this meaning, we think that such a point as this 
ought not to have been dealt with in so perfunctory a fashion. 

The last-mentioned point does not seem to be dealt with in the 
next following sub-section. 

*©(8.) After notice served on the persons interested in or entitled to the 
money or fund in court, the court may direct payment or transfer thereof to 
the persons entitled to receive or give a discharge for the same, and generally 
may give directions respecting the application or distribution of the capital or 
income thereof.” 


There seems to be nothing here to give to any person a larger or 
better title than he has without it; nor anything to enlarge the 
wer of the court to deal with the fund, unless such a meaning 
urks in the words, “and generally may give directions,” &c. 
But those vague words seem to be very inadequate to such a 
purpose, We may also observe that the reference to “notice” 








at the beginning of the sub-section is singularly abrupt, being 
heralded only by a provision that no notice needs to be given. 

The section applies (sub-section 4) to “sales not completed at 
the commencement of this Act, and to sales thereafter made.” 
By this charming euphemism the inclusion within the Act of 
mortgages made before its commencement, in case of a subsequent 
sale of the mortgaged lands, is effectually secured. 

But the most astounding consequence of the section is one 
which was evidently neither desired nor foreseen by its authors. 
If it shall ever become the common practice to permit mortgagees 
to be redeemed behind their backs, there will exist 4 means to 
prevent the consolidation of mortgages far more potent than the 
tame proposals of section 17. Mortgagees will in vain seek to 
protect themselves by expressing “ a con intention ” in their 
mortgage deeds: they will be liable to find that their mortgages 
have been secretly redeemed in detail, without an opportunity of 
even claiming to consolidate. This is “ abolishing consolidation ” 
with a vengeance ! 

The foregoing, if it is not the most sweeping example to be found 
in the Act of the extension of the court’s arbitrary discretion, 
seems to offer the most dangerous prospect of abuse. It is also per- 
haps the most conspicuous example of the Act’s interference with 
rights of property which have hitherto been treated more respect- 
fully by Parliament. Section 25, sub-section (2), is similar in 
character, but of much less significant scope. It extends the exist- 
ing practice under section 48 of the Chancery Procedure Act (15 & 
16 Vict. ec. 86), whereby the court is enabled in foreclosure suits to 
make an order for the sale of the mortgaged property against the 
wish of the mortgagee. Under the present practice this cannot be 
done without the deposit in court of a reasonable sum for the 
purpose of securing performance of the terms subject to which the 
sale is ordered to be made. Under the coming practice, sugh 


‘deposit is not obligatory, but lies wholly in the discretion of 


the court. One circumstance makes us view this provision 
more favourably than those contained in section 5: there is 
nothing to show that, under section 25, the mortgagee can be 
deprived of his rights in his absence; for which section 5 makes 
express provision. This distinction is of great importance. 
Section 25 in much of its language follows section 48 of the pre- 
vious Act ; and we regret that the language (which admits easily 
of being improved) has in its new version become less clear than 
it was before. 

The importance of the foregoing matters is certainly not 
diminished by section 70. 

**70,—(1.) An order of the court under any statutory or other jurisdiction 
shall not, as against a purchaser, be invalidated on the ground of want of juris- 
diction, or of want of any concurrence, consent, notice, or service, whether the 
purchaser has notice of any such want or not. 

«(2.) This section shall have effect with respect to any lease, sale, or other 
act under the authority of the court, and purporting to be in pursuance of the 
Settled Estates Act, 1877, notwithstanding the exception in section forty of 
that Act, or to be in pursuance of any former Act repealed by that Act, 
notwithstanding any exception in such former Act. 

**(3.) This section applies to all orders made before or after the commence. 
ment of this Act, except any order which has before the commencement of this 
Act been set aside or determined to be invalid on any ground, and except any 
order as regards which an action or proceeding is at the commencement of this 
Act pending for having it set aside or determined to be invalid.” 


We might inquire how an order “ under any statutory or other 
jurisdiction” can possibly be invalidated “for want of jurisdic- 
tion.” We do not protess to know. But there remain enough 
of other “wants” to give the section plenty of meaning. It 
does not contain any saving in case the order shall have 
been obtained by fraud or collusion ; for which section 5, in the 
absence of stringent regulations not yet made, seems to offer 
tempting facilities. Indeed, it is no difficult thing for an unseru- 
pulous and daring person to obtain an order by deceit; and the 
principal check upon the practice has hitherto been the fact that 
such orders do not at present bind absent ies, whose absence 
is at the same time necessary to the success of the fraud. This 
obstacle seems now to be in great part removed, and the result 
remains to be seen. For though it may be hoped that, if an 
order should be obtained by fraud with the collusion of the pur- 
chaser, or even with his knowledge after the event, the court 
(relying more upon its high moral tone than upon the letter of the 
statute) would treat it as void, we feel no sufficient assurance 
that, if the purchaser had no notice of the fraud, the order would 
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be held to be void as against him. A striking career seems here 
to open itself to certain classes of our population. 
We have already more than once expressed the opinion that the 
absolute discretion to relieve against the forfeiture of a lease for 
breach of covenant, given to the court by section 14, will turn 
out to be much less to the public benefit than such a discretion 
would have been if limited by moderate and clearly-defined rules. 
If general conclusions may ever be safely drawn from the general 
facts of human nature, we may safely conclude (1) that in future 
few tenants, who are not willing to surrender their holdings, will 
give up possession after incurring a forfeiture, without first 
“ trying their luck” in the court; (2) that the frequent exercise 
of a very difficult discretionary power, unguided by any hint of a 
rule in the Act, will lead to much conflict of opinion among the 
courts of first instance as to what under different circumstances 
constitutes a proper case for relief. These consequences will both 
tend to cause litigation which might, with great advantage to the 
public, have been prevented. 
A similar objection lies against section 39, of which the inten- 
tion seems to us to be much more praiseworthy than the execu- 
tion. 
**39.—(1.) Notwithstanding that a married woman is restrained from 
anticipation, the court may, if it thinks fit, where it appears to the court to 
be for her benefit, by judgment or order, with her consent, bind her interest 
in any property. 
**(2.) This section applies only to judgments or orders made after the 
commencement of this Act.” 


Here we are unfortunately in doubt as to the meaning which 
will ultimately be affixed to the vague word “ bind.’ In our 
opinion it is properly adapted to indicate only the creation of a 
valid charge. The learned authors of a highly-commendable 
text-book upon the Act seem to think that it is equally well (or 
better) adapted to permit the complete alienation of the property. 

Sub-section (2) exhibits a singular scrupulosity of precaution ; 
which might perhaps with greater profit have spent itself in find- 
ing a clearer word than “bind” to express the meaning of 
the previous sub-section. 

Section 41 is another well-meant provision of the Act which 
seems likely to prove a doubtful blessing. 

**41,—Where a person in his own right seised of or entitled to land for an 
estate in fee simple, or for any leasehold interest at a rent, is an infant, the 


land shall be deemed to be a settled estate within the Settled Estates Act, 
1877. 


Anyone who is familiar with the Settled Estates Act will be 
aware that it is so thoroughly permeated (as would be expected 
from its title and subject-matter) with constant references to the 
machinery of a settlement, that this mere bald and unqualified 
intrusion into it of unsettled estates cannot fail to give rise to 
many questions and much consequent litigation. The disabilities 
which arise from ownership of a limited interest are by no means 
identical with the disability of an absolute owner arising from 
infancy. Common sense suggests that a scheme devised to meet 
the former case can hardly be well adapted to meet the latter. We 
have no space for a detailed exposition of the numerous hitches 
which may be expected to occur. But some doubt may be felt 
whether section 41 will have any operation, unless the court is 
willing by virtue of it to assume a plenary authority to act on the 
infant’s behalf, unfettered by any conditions whatever, in such 
way as it judges to be most for the infant’s advantage. 

Such are the principal extensions, so far as the Act’s designed 
operation is concerned, of the arbitrary discretion of the court. 
Some of them appear to us to be such as ought not to have been 
committed to any assembly or body of persons whatever ; and our 
best hope in regard to these is, that the superior wisdom of the 
court will forbid them ever to be practically exercised. In 
regard to some others we think that the shape in which they have 
found expression is so unfortunately designed, that they are likely 
on the whole to do more harm than good. 





We have received several excellent diaries from Messrs. Partridge & 
Cooper—convenient, well arranged, and printed on good paper. The 
Diary and Cali Book for 1882 ia very cheap and usefal work. Movars, 
Letts, Son, & Co. also send some specimens of diaries, of which the Rough 


THE TRUE GROUND OF PRESCRIPTION. 


Tue case of Angus v. Dalton (L. R. 6 App. 740) has found 
its way into the legal reports, and we now, therefore, have an 
opportunity of perusing the very elaborate opinions of a great 
many judges and of the law lords themselves. A truly enormous 
amount of learning has been lavished upon this case in all its 
stages. The case was one of great importance, no doubt, but some 
slight regret must, we think, be present to many that it should 
be impossible to arrive at a conclusion on the matter by a some- 
what shorter route. It is obvious to anyone who regards many of 
the great decisions of our ultimate tribunal from an external or 
philosophical, rather than an internal and professional, point of 
view, that, professing as they do all the while to be founded on 
the strictest adherence to precedent, the reason and expediency of 
the thing have really been the governing considerations. The 
effect of previous decisions and dicta depends entirely, or, at least, 
to a very great extent, on the point of view from which they are 
approached. One finds constantly in judgments the most elabor- 
ate reviews of all the previous decisions when, all the while, one 
cannot help suspecting that the legal authority who undergoes 
this colossal labour has really previously made up his mind on the 
broad principle, of reason and expediency, and that had those 
broad principles led his mind to the contrary conclusion, he would 
somehow have found the long chain of authorities susceptible of a 
very different construction. It is, to our mind, great matter for 
thankfulness that broad principles do govern. On the other hand, 
no doubt, the principle of adherence to authority is very import- 
ant. One cannot, however, help being sometimes conscious of a 
slight regret that the loyalty and ostensible deference which are, 
no doubt, due by an English judge to the sanctity of precedent 
should sometimes entail such enormous labour both to judges and 
students of the law. 


We observed at the time when Angus vy. Dalton was passing 
through the courts below, that to whatever length the argu- 
ments might be spun out, the real question was but a short 
one, and that it was which of two divergent principles prescrip- 
tion really rests upon. These principles are not always clearly 
formulated by the authorities, and the cases all along have, there- 
fore, presented somewhat conflicting views of the subject. One ! 
ground upon which prescription has been rested is long enjoyment 
simpliciter. The other is long hostile enjoyment. The differences 
between-the two are considerable.. ‘There is a formal and a sub- 
stantial difference. The difference in form is this: in former times 
there has always been a disposition to rest principles on the legal 
fiction of a supposed grant, express or implied. The reason is 
obvious : judge-made law naturally seeks the aid of such fictions 
to mask its really arbitrary nature. For a judge, of himself, to 
say, that after such a period of enjoyment there shall bea right, is 
or seems, a greater stretch than for him to say, such a period of 
enjoyment leads me to think that there must have been a grant of 
this right. When the period of prescription went back a very 
long way, it really was not so very violent a presumption that there 
originally had been a grant. It is not until the period of prescrip- 
tion comes to be shortened to twenty years, which, by various 
devices, such as the doctrine of lost grant, it subsequently was, 
that it gradually becomes obvious that the presumption of a grant 
is very violent and artificial. It is obvious that the pre- 
sumption of a grant much more easily arises from hostile enjoy- 
ment—#.e., from enjoyment which, in the absence of a grant, | 
would have been an actionable wrong—than from enjoyment which } 
was no wrong. 


The substantial distinction between the two grounds of pre- 
scription is not a slight one. When a person who might have 
asserted his rights by legal proceedings, has slept upon them for 
years aad acquiesced in his neighbour’s encroachments, his laches 
may not unnaturally be held to give his neighbour a title against 
him. It is obvious that it would be unjust to allow him suddenly, 
after a great interval, to turn round and assert his dormant right. 
On the other hand, there is some hardship in establishing a pre- 
scriptive title against a person simply because he has not inter- 
rupted his neighbour’s lawful enjoyment of his own. These two 
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subject, and the issue between them never seems to have heen 
fairly joined until this recent case of Angus v. Dalton. The 
rescriptive right to light, no doubt, was a strong point in favour 
of the broader view of the true ground of prescription, but the 
principle on which this right must rest never seems to have been 
laid down in general terms. 

It seems to us that the general effect of Angus v. Dalton is 


} nearly, if not quite, to establish that the true ground upon which 


prescription rests is that of enjoyment, without reference to the 
question whether that enjoyment is hostile in the sense of being 
actionable. In the case of affirmative easements, of course the 
enjoyment must be hostile if not by agreement or license, and 
these of course will be @ fortiori cases, but, on the principle of 
omne majus continet in se minus, it cannot be said that prescrip- 
tion depends on the hostile character of the enjoyment if the 
broader principle be correct. The Lord Chancellor, in giving 
judgment, says, “‘ The policy and purpose of the law upon which 
both prescription and the presumptions that have supplied its place, 
when length of possession has been less than immemorial, rest, 
would be defeated, or rendered very insecure, if exceptions to it 
were admitted on such grounds as that a particularservitude capable 
of a legal origin is negative rather than positive, or that the 
inchoate enjoyment of it, before it has matured into a right, is 
not an actionable wrong ; or that resistance to, or interruption of 
it may not be conveniently practicable, . . it would not be 
reasonably consistent with the policy of the law in favour of 
possessory titles that they should depend in each particular case 
upon the greater or less facility or difficulty, convenience or 
inconvenience, of practically interrupting them. They can al- 
ways be interrupted, and that without difficulty or inconvenience, 
when a man wishes, and finds it for his interest, to make such a 
use of his land as will have that effect. So long as it does not 
suit his purpose or his interest to do this, the law which allows a 
servitude to be established or enlarged by long and open 
enjoyment against one whose preponderating interest it has 
been to be passive during the whole time necessary for its 
acquisition, seems more reasonable and more _ consistent 
with public convenience and natural equity than one which 
would enable him, at any distance of time (whenever his 
views of his own interest may have undergone a change), to 
destroy the fruits of his neighbour’s diligence, industry, and 
expenditure. The law of ancient lights, as it stood before the 
Prescription Act, was a stronger example of the application of 
these principles, the easement in that case being more purely 
negative.” Lord Blackburn said, “I cannot agree that the only 
principle on which enjoyment could give the owner of property a 
prescriptive right over a neighbour’s land exceeding what would, 
of common right, belong to the owner of that property, was 
acquiescence on the part of the neighbour. Nor even that it is 
the chief principle. In general, such enlarged rights are of such a 
nature that those over whose property they are enjoyed could, in 
the beginning, have stopped them; and a failure to stop them is 
evidence of acquiescence, and may afford a ground for finding that 
there was an actual assent, but that is in many, if not in all, cases 
a fiction ; there is seldom a real assent. But no doubt a failure to 
interrupt where there is power to do so may well be called laches, 
and it seems far less hard to say that for the public good, and for 
the quieting of titles, enjoyment for a prescribed time shall bar 
the true owner when the true owner has been guilty of laches, 
than to say that for the public good the true owner shall lose his 
rights if he has not exercised them during the prescribed period, 
whether there be aches or not ; but there is not much hardship. Pre- 
sumably such rights, if not exercised, are not of much value, and 
though sometimes they are, ad ea que frequentius accidunt jura 
adaptantur. ‘This ground of acquiescence or aches is often spoken 
of as if it was the only ground on which prescription was or could 
be founded. But I think the weight of authority, both in this 
country and in other systems of jurisprudence, shows that the 
principle on which prescription is founded is more extensive.” 
These passages from the j udgments of the Lord Chancellor and Lord 
Blackburn seem to establish the broader ground as the true ground of 
prescription. Lord Watson's judgment is short, and is based chiefly 
on the authorities. Lord Penzance also appears to have thought 
the matter ‘concluded by authority, though inclined, if the matter 
had been ves integra, and to be determined on principle, to take 





the narrower view of the ground of prescription as being 
acquiescence or consent, and therefore to think that prescription 
could not arise where the owner of the servient tenement could 
not practically have interrupted the enjoyment. In the face of 
these differences, it may possibly be open to some slight question 
whether the broader view of the ground of prescription is 
entirely established, but, having regard to the expressions of the 
Lord Chancellor and Lord Blackburn, it would seem to be very 
nearly clear that it is so. 

The judgments in the House of Lords, though they treat fully 
of the question as to the character of the enjoyment from which a 
prescriptive right arises, do not deal very fully with the principle 
upon which, apart from the Prescription Act, enjoyment for a 
period short of immemorial enjoyment gives a prescriptive right. 
The Lord Chancellor, indeed, expresses an opinion that the ease- 
ment of support is within the Prescription Act, but apparently he 
does not base his judgment on that opinion, saying that even if it 
were otherwise his decision would be the same. He states, how- 
ever, that he agrees with the views of Lush, J., in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, and of the majority of the judges in the Court 
of Appeal, and of the judges who attended in the House of Lords. 
The view of the majority in the Court of Appeal on this point 
would seem to be that it has become established by authority as 
positive law that a lost grant must be presumed from twenty 
years’ user of the requisite character. The grant is, in one sense, 
a fiction, but it is not a fiction in the sense that any falsity is 
now involved. It is only now another way of saying that the law 
establishes the prescription after twenty years’ enjoyment. 








BANKRUPTCY LAW REFORM. - 


[COMMUNICATED. ] 
RY, 


Clause 16 of the Government Bankruptcy Bill relates to proofs of debt, 
and propeses to make several alterations in the existing practice. 
Sub-clauses 1 and 2 are as follows :— 

‘* (1.) Every creditor shall send or deliver his proof of debt as soon as may 
be after the adjudication. 

‘¢(2.) The proof shall be sent or delivered to the official receiver or, if a 
trustee has been appointed, to the trustee. 


The words “ as soon as may be after the adjudication” in sub-clause 
1 appear unsatistactorily vague, and taken in conjunction with sub-clause 
7, which provides a limit of three months from the date of adjudication 
for the admission of any proof, except under special circumstances, would 
make a very undesirable alteration in the present practice. Why should 
a creditor be compelled to put in his proof until a dividend is about to 
be declared ? No one is prejudiced by his not doing so, and there may 
be many reasons why he may not be able to prove earlier, particularly if 
he be partly secured. This appears to be another change for change’s 
sake, and we feel sure that if enacted it will soon be found quite unwork- 
able, and its alteration back again to the present law would be asked for. 
Then, again, reference is made in the marginal note of the Bill to rules 
67—77. Is it intended that those rules shall be entirely done away with ? 
If so, then there will be no provision as to clerks, &c., proving debts owing 
to their employers, or agents of corporate bodies, which will soon bring 
down the complaints of commercial men. If, on the other hand, fresh 
rules are to be prescribed on these points it might be so stated. The 
introduction of the words “in manner prescribed would probably be 
sufficient for that purpose. 

Sub-clause 2 is practically the same as the present law, “official 
receiver ” being substituted for ‘* registrar.” 

“ Sub-clause (3). The official receiver and trastee shall respectively have 
power to accept or reject proofs subject to appeal to the court.” 

This is practically an amalgamation of section 25, sub-section 1, of the 
Act of 1869, and rule 70, “ official receiver” being again substituted for 
“registrar.” We think it highly objectionable for an official receiver to 
have the power to accept or reject proofs prior to the appointment of a 
trustee, so as to prejudice the investigation which a trustee will after- 
wards, when appointed, have to make into each claim, Power might, 
however, very properly be given to the official receiver to advise the first 
meeting as to proofs presented prior thereto, or at the meeting, or to 
object to them (or allow any creditor to do so), for the purpose of 
voting. 

“ Sub-clause (4). A creditor may, with the leave of the official receiver or 
trustee amend the proof, and thereupon shall be entitled to be paid out of any 
moncy for the time being available for dividend) any dividend or share of 
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dividend he may have failed to receive by reason of the inaccuracy of his 
original proof, before that money is made applicable to the payment of any 
fature dividend, but he sball not be entitled to disturb the distiibution of any 
dividend declared before the date of the amendment.” 


It seems only reasonable that a creditor should have liberty to amend 
his proof if unintentionally any inaccuracy should have crept iuto the 
proof as originally drawn, so that no one is to be prejudiced thereby. 
But this sub-clause proposes to give the power to allow or refuse such 
an amendment absolutely into the hands of the official receiver or trustee 
(subject to the limit proposed by sub-clause 7). We think, in case of 
their refusing to allow such an amendment, an appeal to the court should 
be allowed. Trustees appointed by creditors may be apt to abuse this 
power, and it appears very desirable that creditors should not be placed 
absolutely at their mercy on a point of this kind. Further, is it intended 
that the official receiver shall have this power collaterally with a trustee, 
or only when a trustee has not been appointed, or has ceased to act? 
We presume the latter, but a literal construction of the words would give 
him the power in the former case also, which would be highly objection- 
able, 


** Sub-clause (5). A secured creditor shall state in his proof the particulars 
of bis security, and the value at which he estimates it, and shall be deemed to be 
a creditor only in respect of the balance due to him after deducting the value 
80 estimated.” 


The words ‘‘ unless he shall have previously realized his security ” 
ought, we think, to be inserted between the words “creditor” and 
“ shall,” in the first line of this sub-clause, as they appear in rule 99 of 
the Bankruptcy Rules, 1870. The chamber of commerce of a provincial 
city recommended thut this sub-clause should not apply to collateral 
securities. The members of that body may set their minds at rest upon 
this point, as, by section 16, sub-section 5, of the Act of 1869, a “ secured 
creditor’ is defined to mean “‘ any creditor holding any mortgage, charge, 
or lien on the bankrupt’s estate or any part thereof as security for a debt 
due to him.” So that a creditor holding only collateral securities is not 
a secured creditor within the meaning of that Act, or of this Bill, which 
was to be incorporated therewith. 


** Sub-clause (6). A secured creditor shall, on application made by any 
person interested within a prescribed time after the date of adjudication, and 
on payment of the value of his security as estimated in his original or amended 
ew give up his security to be dealt with as part of the property of the 

ankrupt for the benefit of the creditors.” 

This and the last preceding sub-clause must be carefully com- 
pared with rules 99—101 of 1870. On the whole, we think the 
latter preferable, especially rule 101, which inflicts a penalty upon a 
creditor who, in his proof, over-estimates the value of his security—viz., 
that he cannot afterwards increase his proof—which is not contained in 
the sub-clauses under discussion, leaving the trustee in his absolute dis- 
cretion (sub-clause 4) to allow or refuse to allow a creditor to amend 
his proof in such a case ; subject, however, to the restriction as to time 
contained in the next sub-clause. Then, again, it is proposed to give 
“any person interested” a right to take up the security at its assessed 
value for the benefit of the estate instead of the trustee only, as by rule 100. 
We presume it is intended that in the event of a person other than the 
trustee taking up such a security, the risk of such security turning ovt to 
be of less value, and the loss that would thereby arise, would have to be 
borne by such person. And, on the other hand, we presume it is intended 
that such person should be entitled to be recouped out of the proceeds of 
the security the moneys he would have to advance in order to take it up. 
But the sub-clause leaves this to be inferred only, which is very objec- 
tionable, and we think the position of such a person ought to be more 
clearly defined. 


‘* Sab-clause (7). No proof shall be admitted or amended after the ex- 
Piration of three months from the date of the adjudication, except under 
Fm Circumstances approved by the court as soflicient to justify the 

y: 

We have referred to this sub-clause in our comments upon sub-clause 
1. The proposition is a complete innovation in the law and practice of 
bankruptcy, and, in our opinion, a very mistaken one. Then, again, the 
intention of the latter portion of the sub-clause is not very clear so far 
as it affects the allowance of an amendment. If a creditor is only to be 
allowed to amend his proof with the leave of the official receiver or 
trustee (sub-clause 4), and they decline to give such permission, we pre- 
sume that the creditor could not apply to the court under this sub-clause. 
It would seem, therefore, only to apply to cases where the official 
receiver or trustee is willing to allow the amendment, but is debarred on 
account of the lapse of time. We think this altogether an unnecessary 
hampering of a trustee’s discretion, If the trustee is willing to allow 
the amendment, it is not likely that any court will refuse its sanction, 
end the necessity of such application will only be to cause useless 
expense, It ought to be the aim of the bankruptcy laws to afford 
creditors facilities to prove their debts and not to throw obstacles in their 
way. 

Clause 17 proposes to place certain restrictions on the rights of voting 


4 ay of bills of exchange and promissory notes, It is as 


‘‘Olause 17.—A creditor shall not vote in respect of any debt on, or 
secured by, a current bill of exchange or promissory note held by him, unless 
he is willing to treat the liability to him thereon of every person other than 
the debtor a8 a security in his hands, and to estimate the value thereof, and 
deduct it from his proof, in which case he shall, on application within the 
prescribed time by any person interested, give up the security for the benefit 
of the bankrupt’s creditors on payment of the value so estimated. Provided 
that this estimate shall not, except as far as the creditor receives any such 
payment as aforesaid in respect thereof, prejudice the right of the creditor to 
receive from the bankrupt’s estate a dividend on the whole amount of the 
debt.” 


No distinction is made by this clause between the case of an indorsee 
of a bill of exchange, upon which the debtor upon whose estate the 
proof is to be made is primarily liable as acceptor, there being the 
drawer and perhaps one or two indorsers of the bill also liable to the 
holder, and an indorsee of a current bill of exchange seeking to prove 
upon the estate of the indorser thereof to him, there being, perhaps, a 
solvent acceptor and drawer also liable upon the bill of exchange. We 
should presume that the clause was meant to apply only to the latter 
case, but, as drawn, it would undoubtedly aiso embrace the former, which 
would be very objectionable, though the other might be advisable. Our 
remarks upon the words “any person interested” in sub-clause 6 of 
clause 16 will also apply to the same words in this clause. The proviso 
at the end of the clause, we think, would be greatly improved by the 
omission of the words, ‘‘ except as far as the creditor receives any such 
payment as aforesaid in respect thereof,” and the substitution of the 
following words at the conclusion :— But so that he shall not receive 
from all sources more than the full amount of his debt.” The effect of 
the proviso, as drawn, is anything but clear to our mind, and may not be 
intended to mean more than the amendment we have suggested. If it 
is intended to go further than our suggestion obviously would, then we 
think it objectionable, but if not, then there is all the greater reason why 
it should be made clear. 

Clause 18 relates to the much-vexed question of proxies. This ques- 
tion and the limitation of the power of the appointees to vote has given 
rise to very considerable discussion. Our experience leads us to say, 
without hesitation, that the abolition of proxies altogether (which some 
have advocated) is utterly impracticable, but that a considerable limita- 
tion in the use of them upon the present system is very desirable. This 
clause proposes to so limit them, and we will consider each proposal 
separately under the head of each sub-clause. 


* Sub-clause (1). Every proxy for the purpose of proceedings under a bank- 
ruptcy petition shall be in a form issued by the official receiver, or, after the 
appointment of a trustee, by the trustee and stamped as such.” 


We caanot see what protection this will be, but, on the contrary, it 
will only give unnecessary trouble to creditors, unless it be also provided 
that the official receiver or trustee shall send a form of proxy to each 
creditor along with the notice convening the meeting. Then what is the 
meaning of the expression ‘‘ stamped as such”? Does it mean that an 
Inland Revenue or Bankruptcy stamp of a certain prescribed value shall 
be affixed by the official receiver or trustee? If so, who is to bear the 
cost ? Or should the word “stamped” read “sealed”? And if so, with 
what is it to be sealed—with the seal of the court or with some seal to 
be provided by the official receiver or trustee ? 


**Sub-clause (2), A proxy shall not be available except for the pur- 
pose of voting at a specified meeting, or at any adjournment thereof.” 


This li mitation is very desirable, but at the same time it will not pre- 
vent a creditor from appointing by power of attorney any person to do 
all acts in the bankruptcy in the same way as the creditor himself could 
do. Thisis a power given by the common law outside of any Bankruptcy 
Act, and we do not think it can advisedly be done away with. It 
frequently happens that gentlemen in business go abroad (perhaps on 
business or for the benefit of their health, or merely for pleasure 
seeking) for many months together, leaving general powers of attorney 
in the hands of their managers, and it would not be advisable to curtail 
this power. But it leaves open a way by which, at the cost of ten shillings 
(being the stamp required on a power of attorney), the provision in this 
sub-clause may be entirely evaded. Probably a provision that no person 
shall be allowed to vote as the attorney for a creditor under any general 
power of attorney unless the attorney be a person in the usual and 
bond fide employment of the creditor would meet this difficulty. 

‘‘ Sub-clause (3). No.more than one form of proxy shall be issued to the 
same creditor for the same meeting.” 


What is the object of this? Does it mean that if.a creditor should 
inadvertently lose or destroy his form of proxy thet he should not be 
entitled to another? If so, it is decidedly too arbitrary, and provision 
should be made for such a case, 


__ ‘Sab-clanse (4). A person shall not be appointed as proxy for » creditor 
if he is solicitor for the bankrupt, or a partner with, or a person in the ew- 
ployment of, the bankrupt’s solicitor.” 

The proposal contained in this sub-clause has been hailed in some 
very short-sighted quarters as tho grand panacea which is at once to set 





right the whole machinery of the bankruptcy laws. To us it appears to 
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be a most idle proposal and an undeserved slight upon the members of 
of our profession, and it would very far fall short of the contemplated 
result. Asa matter of fact, solicitors acting for debtors do not generally 
take proxies in their own names, but in the name of some apparently 
independent person whom they can rely upon to act in accordance with 
their wishes. And there is nothing in this proposal to prevent them 
from continuing to do so. How, too, in case of the bankrupi’s solici- 
tor being also a creditor, as very frequently happens? We presume it it 
not intended to deprive him of a vote in respect of his own debt. Yes 
such a proposal would only be consistent with the one made by this 
sub-clause. We have heard it suggested that a solicitor who makes a 
bad debt with his client ought not to be allowed to prove in competition 
with other creditors, but we hope the Legislature is not quite so 
prejudiced against the profession as the gentleman who made that 
suggestion. By this proposal the brother or any other relative of the 
bankrupt could hold proxies but rot the solicitor! Surely the provision 
in sub-clause 2 will be sufficient without this. 

* Sub-clause (5). The holder of a proxy shall not use it for the purpose of 
voting for the appointment of himself as trustee unless he is specially autho- 
rized to do so by the instrument of proxy.” 

If this proposal is to have any effect, it should also prohibit the 
appointee from appointing his partner or, where the appointee is a person 
in someone else’s employment, his employer, as trustee uuless specially 
authorized. 


“Sub-clause (6), A creditor may appoint the official receiver of the bank- 
rupt’s estate as his proxy.” 


We must confess that we view this proposition with a very considerable 
degree of suspicion. As faras possible, proxies ought to be given only to 
persons in the bond fide employment of the creditors, but this is not 
always possible where meetings are held at places distant from where such 
creditors reside, and it is usual in such cases for trade creditors to com- 
binein appointing some agent in whom they have confidence (and who is 
nominated by the largest trade creditor or by the majority in value ata 
meeting) to represent them at the statutory meeting. This practice, 
although abused in many cases, is on the whole very convenient and 
useful to wholesale houses, and we do not think they will like it to be 
altered very materially. But this sub-clause appears practically to 
suggest that creditors should appoint the official receiver as their proxy 
when they cannot personally attend, and may be acted upon by some 
official receivers to ask for proxies, and that would introduce a system 
of official touting as bad, if not worse, than any now existing. 

Upon clause 18 generally we would further remark that the marginal 
note refers to rules 85 and 86. Is it intended that this clause shall 
entirely take the place of those rules? If so, then it ought to be 
provided, asin rule 85, that the proxy should be under the hand of the 
creditor, or, in the case of a limited company, under the hand of an agent 
duly authorized. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


AGREEMENT FOR LEASE, 
(Marshall v. Berridge, 0.A., 30 W. R. 93.) 


The question whether specific performance would be enforced of an 
agreement to grant a lease which does not specify the time for commence- 
ment of the term, was formerly considered as settled by Blore v. Sutton 
(3 Mer. 237). In that case Sir W. Grant held that there was no 
sufficient agreement in writing, because (among other reasons) the 
memorandum did not mention the time of commencement of the term. 
Tn Jacques vy. Millar (25 W. R. 846, L. R. 6 Ch. D. 153), however, Mr. 
Justice Fry pointed out that the report of Blore v. Sutton in Merivale 
does not state that the memorandum in that case bore the date at which 
it was signed, whereas in the case before him, although no date was 
specified for the commencement of the lease, the memorandum bore the 
date at which it was signed. He held that the lease wes to commence 
on the date of the agreement, and enforced specific performance of the 
agreement. In Marshall v. Berridge he followed his previous decision, 
but this was reversed by the Court of Appeal, who held that 
the case of Jacques v. Millar was wrongly decided. As regards 
authority this decision is unquestionably correct. The Court of 
Appeal sent for the record in Blore vy. Sutton, and discovered 
that the memorandum did contain the date ; hence the distinction drawn 
by Mr. Justice Fry fell to the ground. Moreover, the case of Doe v. 
Benjamin (9 A. & E. 644), on which Mr. Justice Fry relied, was decided 
(before 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106) on the question whether an instrument operated 
4&8 & mere agreement for a lease or as a present demise, If it operated as 
® present demise, then no question arose as to enforcing an agreement. 





As regards principle, we think the decision is equally correct. The 
intention of the parties cannot be that the lease shall commence on 
the date of the agreement; they contemplate the preparation of a 
formal lease ; the lessor does not usually give possession until such lease is 
executed, and the lessee does not intend to pay rent without having 
possession. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE ALIENATION OF CROWN LANDS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,— While transacting business yesterday with a solicitor whose clients 
are seeking to acquire certain Crown lands from this department, my 
attention was called to a passage at p. 15 of Messrs. Coulson and Forbes’s 
recently published “The Law of Waters, &c.” (London, Sweet, 1880), 
which contains a statement as to the existing statute law, for the correc- 
tion of which, as not merely erroneous but calculated to hamper, or tie 
the hands of, riparian owners desirous of carrying out improvements on 
tidal lands adjacent to their properties with the consent of the Crown, I 
trust you may be able to afford space. The passage is as follows :— 


‘* There can be no doubt that a subject may be owner of a portion of the 
sea-shore by express grant from the Crown. The alienation of Crown lands is 
now, however, prohibited by statute Jaw ; and so much, therefore, of the sea as 
has not actually been aliened still remains vested in the Crown, incapable of 
alienation except by Act of Parliament.” 


The italics are mine. A note at foot of the page shows that the 
“ statute law” of the above is the Act 1 Anne, st. 1, c. 7—an enactment 
which, so far as any of its provisions remained in force after the passing 
of the 10 Geo. 4, c. 50, s. 2, was wiped out of the Statute Book by the 
Statute Law Revision Act, 1867 (vide Statutes Revised, II.; Chrono- 
logical Table, XX.). But besides repealing these provisions of the Act 
of Queen Anne, which forbid the alienation of Crown lands for a longer~ 
term than thirty-one years or three lives, the Act of 1829 empowered the 
Commissioners of Woods and Forests to sell (section 34) and exchange for 
valuable consideration (section 42), subject to the provisions “ of this 
Act,” every description of Crown property other than the Royal palaces 
and parks, The statute of George IV. has been amended and extended 
by a whole row of enactments between the 2 Will. 4, c. 1, and the 29 & 
30 Vict. c. 62, which, subject to certain exceptions, transferred to the 
Board of Trade, so far as tidal waters are concerned, all the powers which 
preceding legislation had vested in the Commissioners of Woods and 
Forests. 

Those of your readers who may desire information as to the dealings of 
the two Departments with Crown property, for the alienation of which 
statutory powers have not been obtained, will find it in the long series of 
annual reports of the Commissioners, andin two parliamentary papers, 
No. 61 of Session 1872, and No. 127 of Session 1877, which show the 
dealings of the Board of Trade with the foreshores up to 1877. 

Board of Trade, 8.W., Dec. 15. A. R. Famerratp. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I desire permission to corroborate the sentiments expressed by 
a “Practising Solicitor” in your columus a few weeks since, as the 
result of his attending upon the hearing of a summons before Mr. Justice 
Watkin Williams, and to record the careful way in which the learned 
judge attended to the statements which I felt it to be my duty to sub- 
mit in the interests of my client. 

So far as my own summons was concerned, it related to a matter of 
some difficulty, and was by way of appeal from the master’s decision, 
but the judge’s knowledge of the subject with which the summons dealt 
was so comprehensive and clear that much less time was occupied than 
would have been necessary if the learned judge had not been familiar with 
the authorities, both from the common law and equity sides of the High 
Court of Justice, which were submitted for consideration. 

The matter being of some difficulty, and acting upon a suggestion 
made by one of your correspondents, I directed the judge's attention to 
the orders of the court, and had no difficulty in obtaining from his lord- 
ship the allowance of a fee of one guinea for attending the summons, his 
lordship admitting that the sum of 63. 8d., which would otherwise have 
been all I could have claimed, did not represent anything like a fair 
remuneration. 

On the hearing of the summons before the master more time was 
occupied, and as much labour involved, but I doubt very much if I should 
have succeeded in obtaining from the master any additional fee for my 
attendance. 

Now that the Incorporated Law Society’s Committee on Legal Pro- 
cedure is sitting, I trust that they will adopt as one of their recommen- 
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dations what has already been suggested to them by the correspondence 
in your journal—namely, that the master should attend on the hearing 
of appeals from bis own judgments, and that all actions should be 
assigned to a particular judge or master, and all other subsequent stages 
as far as possible taken before such master or the judge, and that there 
should be an absolute right for the suitor to require the judge’s decision, 
if the party affected should be dissatisfied with the master’s decision, 
without having to observe the formality of taking out a summons by 
way of appeal, which only adds to the expense of litigation, and is pro- 
ductive of no real good, and is, moreover, not required in the Chancery 
Division of the High Court. 

My experience confirms the views -which have been expressed by 
some of your correspondents as to the way in which business is transacted 
at chambers, especially so far as the masters are concerned, and I do 
earnestly trust that one result, at least, of the committee’s report to 
which I have referred, will be such recommendations with respect to the 
powers and duties of the masters as will, when adopted, entirely 
remove these imperfections, which do still unquestionably exist in this 
important branch of the administration of justice. 

AnotHer Practising Soxicrror. 





THE “LONDON GAZETTE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—In this age of “‘life at high pressure,” suggestions tending to 
economize time are always acceptable to business men. This being so, 
I venture to suggest that an index to each number of the official journal 
is desirable. Persons having regularly to consult the Gazettes would be 
saved many precious moments, and the work of preparing the usual 
indexes would be much facilitated, as the index-maker would have at hand 
the material for consolidation. Epwarp Preston. 

1, Great College-street, Westminster, December 17. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Save of Banxrurt’s Business anp GooDWILL By TrusTEE—RIGHT OF 
BANKRUPT To SOLICIT FORMER CusToMERS.—In a case of Walker v. Mottram, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 21st iost., an important question arose as 
to the right of a bankrupt, whose business and the goodwill of it have been 
sold by his trustee, to set up a business of the same kind, and to solicit orders 
from his former customers. The trustee of a brewer, who had filed a liquida- 
tion petition, agreed to sell the brewery, and the plant and stcck-in-trade, 
and the goodwill of the business to the debtor and another person. The 
debtor was unable to pay his share of the purchase-money, and he surrendered 
his interest in the purchase to his co-purchaser, the plaintiff in the action. 
The plaintiff paid the whole purchase-money to the trustee, and took a con- 
veyance of the brewery from the trustee, but no actual assignment of the good- 
will was made by the trustee tohim. The plaintiff, however, took possession 
of the property which he had purchased and proceeded to carry on the busi- 
ness. The debtor afterwards purchased another brewery not far from the first, 
and commenced carrying on business there, and he sent circulars to some of 
his old customers soliciting orders from them. The plaintiff brought the 
action against the debtor, claiming an injunction to restrain him from solicit- 
ing the custom of his old customers, and from issuing circulars to them 
advertising to them the fact that he had purchased a brewery, and was 
carrying on business as a brewer. The plaintiff also claimed damages for 
the injury already done to him. He moved for an injunction, and his 
motion was refused by Jesser, M.R., on the ground that, inasmuch 
as the defendant hed not entered into any personal obligation with the 
plaintiff, the principle of the case of Labouchere v. Dawson (20 W. R. 
209, L. BR. 13 Eq. 322) did not apply. This decision wes affirmed by the 
Court of ae sae Bacoattay, Lusn, and Linxptey, L.JJ.). Luvs and 
Lispier, J., delivered a written judgment, in which they said that, if the 
defendant had himself sold his business and goodwill to the plaintiff, the 
decision in Labouchere vy. Dawson would be directly applicable. But the 
defendant contended that that decision, even if right, did not apply, and ought 
not to be extended to a case in which the business and goodwill had been sold, 
not by the defendant himeclf, but by the trustee in his liquidation. The 

uestion was one of considerable importance, and was by no means free from 
diftealty. Labouchere v, Dawson was decided in 1872 ; it was followed and 
extended by Jessel, M.R., in Ginesi v. Cooper (L. . 14 Ch. D. 596), and, 

the extension had been overruled by the Court of Appeal in Leggott 
v. Barrett (28 W. B. 962, L. BR. 15 Ch. D. 306), the decision itself was 
approved by one at least of the members of the court which disapproved its 
extension. The rule laid down in Labouchere vy. Dawson had, it was believed, 
been ed and acted on in practice, and, whatever might be said of it, the 
rule was in accordance with general opinion as to what was fair and right, and 
was easily applied in practice, At the same time, it was impossible to read 
the cases relating to godwill decided before 1872 without coming to the con- 
clasion that Labouchere v. Dawsn weut considerably beyond them. The 

t of Lord Kidon in Crutiwell v. Lye (17 Ves, 425) ; lis elaborate and 
eorcfally worded order in Cook vy. Collingridge (Collyer on Partnership, p. 
215); the judgment of Vice-Chancellor Woot in Churton y. Douglas Goh. 
176), au4 that of the Court of Appeal in Johnson v, Helleley (2D. J. & 8. 446), 








did not warrant the extension, and Cruttwell v. Lye was a clear authority 
that, if the assignors of a bankrupt sold his business and goodwill, the pur- 
chaser could not restrain the bankrupt, either from commencing a similar 
business, or from soliciting his old customers to deal with him. The right of 
the assignors in that case to sell the goodwill was not questioned, and, so far 
as it was property, they apparently had the right to sell it, although the 
Bankraptcy Acts then in force did not expressly mention it. The Bank. 
ruptey Acts of 1861 and 1869 did expressly authorize the sale of a good- 
will by a trustee in bankruptcy, and whatever would pass by a mere sale 
thereof, apart from any covenant or agreement, or representation or fraud on 
the part of the bankrupt, could be assumed by his trustee in bankruptoy. The 
bankrupt himself could probably be compelled, under section 19 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1869, to join in the conveyance or assignment of his business 
and goodwill for the benefit of his creditors, but he could not be compelled to 
enter into any contract restricting him from carrying on business in future in 
any way whatever. An assignment of a business and its goodwill, without 
more, appeared to their lordships to pass now just as much as, and no more 
than, in the days of Lord Eldon. As against the assignor, it conferred on the 
assignee the exclusive right to carry on the business assigned, and, as incidental 
to this, the exclusive right to represent himeelf as carrying on the business, 
and, consequently, the right, not only to sue the assignor for damages, if he 
had infringed those rights, but also to restrain him from infringing them if 
he manifested an intention to do so. Moreover, to this extent, a bankrupt 
who did not concur in his trustee’s assignment was in no better position than 
a bankrupt who did. Every bankrupt, whether he concurred or 
not, was bound by every lawful disposition of his property 
by his trustee, and whatever rights such a disposition conferred on a par- 
chaser must be respected by the bankrupt, whether he joined in the cor- 
veyance or not. Bat, in their lordships’ opinion, the right of tie-~ seq | 
of the goodwill of a business from a trastee in bankruptcy did not extend}, 
to restrain the bankrupt (even if he joined in the conveyance) from bond jfid 
commencing a fresh business, and from seeking assistance in it from bi 
old friends and customers. It would be contrary to the policy of th 
bankropt laws to extend Labouchere v. Dawson to such acase. It was) 
not necessary to overrule that decision, it would still be applicable to volun- 
tary sales, but their lordships did not think it ought to be extended to 
compulsory alievations. When a man sold his own business and goodwill 
for his own benefit it was thought unfair on his part to avail himself of hig 
personal acquaintance with his old customers, and to induce them to with- 
draw their support from the business which he had sold, and this element of 
personal unfairness might be sufficient to justify the decision in Labouchere 
v. Dawson. In Leggott v. Barrett the case was put by Lord Justice Brett 
upon the ground of implied contract, and that was, perhaps, the best ground 
on which to rest the decision. The obligation enforced in Labouchere v. 
Dawson was, however, a purely personal obligation, and not a mere incident 
to the transfer of property. If the present case had arisen after the passing 
of the Bankraptcy Act, 1869, or the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, but before 
Labouchere vy. Dawscn, it would, their lordships thought, have been decided 
against the plaintiff, and, notwithstanding Labouchere v. Dawson, it 
ought, they thonght, to be so decided now. The defendant, having 
done nothing personally unfair, and having carefully avoided all appearance 
of carrying on the business sold by the trustee, could not be restrained from 
soliciting his old friends and business connections to assist him in carrying on 
the new business, which he unquestionably had a right to commence. 
Baccauay, L.J., concurred. But he added that Labouchere v. Dawson had 
never yet been adopted by the Court of Appeal. In Leggott v. Barrett Brett, 
L.J., expressed his approval of it, but James and Cotton, L.JJ., intimated a 
doubt as to its correctness. He, therefore, felt himself at liberty to say that 
he also doubted the decision in Labouchere v. Dawson, He thought that it 
went far beyond any previous decision, and, should it hereafter be questioned 
in the Court of Appeal, he should certainly desire an opportunity of fully 
considering whether he could agree with it or not. It did not, however, even 
if it was right, justify what was claimed by the present plaintiff.—Soxicirors, 
W. F. Watson ; Last § Sons. 


Nvisance—Bone-Boiting Bustness—InsuNcTION—Pusiic Heattu Act, 
1875, s. 112.—In a case of Verco v. Morris, before Chitty, J., on the 17th 
inst., @ motion was made to restrain the defendauts from carrying on a 
bone-boiling buginess in the neighbourhood of the plaintiffa’ houses. The 
defendant bad carried on the business in his present premises for a period 
of twelve years, and the plaintiffs had only just entered into ocoupation of 
their property. The nearest house of the plaintiffa was 112 yards distant 
from the defendant’s premises. The evidence was to the effect that the 
smell of the defendant’s premises was disagreeable and unhealthy to the 
inmates of the plaintiffs’ houses. It was also contended that the business 
was & nuisance, as it was mentioned as an offensive trade in the Pablio 
Health Act, 1875, 8.112. By that section no person after the passing of 
the Actehall establish within the district of an urban authority, without their 
consent in writing, any offensive trade, mentioning (inter alia) that of a“ bone 
boiler,’ and if he does shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding £50 in 
respect of the establishment, and of 40s. for every day on which the offence 
shall be continued, ‘The defendant submitted that there was not sufficient 
evidence of & nuisance, and that the lapse of time constituted a bar to 
the interlocutory injanction. Currry, J,, eaidthat the defendant's business 
caused @ nuisance and a substantial nuisance to the plaintiffy. The 
argument founded on the Pablio Health Act that the trade was ipso facto 
a nuisance, was not conclusive, but was, no doubt, an element to be con- 
sidered. He mast grant an injanction until the trial to restrain the con- 
tinuance of the nuisance, and tie defendant would have a month to abate 
the nuisance.—Soxricirons, W, Fostor ; Lewis & Lewis, 
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ComPpANY—ARRANGEMENT ACT—PROVISIONS FOR PAYMENT OF CREDITORS— 
SuUsPENSE—PERIOD WITHIN WHICH NO ACTION TO BE BROUGHT—LEAVE OF 
CourT—SreciaL CigcuMsTANCES.—In a case of In re Teign Valley Railway 
Act, 1881, also before Chitty, J., on the 17th inst., a motion was made by a 
creditor of the company for leave to commence an action against the Teign 
Valley Railway Company under the following circumstances:—By the 
above Act, which was an Arrangement Act to enable the company to 
tide over its difficulties, certain provisions were inserted enabling the com- 
pany to create debenture stock to satisfy their creditors, and there 
was also a section providing that no action or other proceeding 
should be brought against the company until after a year from the 
passing of the Act, except by leave of the court, and except in respect of 
liabilities contracted after the passing of the Act. The applicant was a creditor 
of the company at the time of the passing of the Act, and he did not state any 
special circumstances why the court should allow him to bring an action. For 
the company it was contended that the object of the section was to give the 
company time torecover its position, and that no action should be allowed except 
under some special circumstances. They offered to set aside a portion of the 
debenture stock to be created pursuant to the Act as security for the applicant’s 
debt. Curry, J., said it was clear the applicant and all creditors of the com- 
pany at the time of the passing of the Act were bound by its provisions. No 
action for the suspense period of one year from the passing of the Act was to 
be brought against the company except by leave of the court, and the question 
was upon what terms such leave should be given. ‘here wa-{provision made 
in the Act for payment of the company’s debts by the issue of debenture stock, 
The Act, however, was silent as to the terms upon which leave to commence 
an action should be given, but, in his opinion, there must bs some special 
circumstances to justify the court in giving leave, Such acircumstance for in- 
stance as where the Statute of Limitations was running out against the creditor, 
or where his witnesses were old and infirm, and it was necessary to prevent a 
failure of justice that he should be at liberty tosue at once. Leave no doubt 
should also be given where the company were acting improperly towards the 
creditcr. The best point made forthe applicant was that the action should 
be permitted to go to judgment and shovld then be stayed, as in the meantime 
the company might have received and applied the whole of the debenture stock 
on payment of other creditors. As, however, the company would undertake to 
set apart debenture stock to secure the creditor’s debt, the above argument 
would have no weight, and, therefore, he did not see any sufficient ground for 
giving his leave. The shortness of the time within which the year would 
expire was also one of the grounds for his decision. He should refuse the 
motion upon the above undertaking being given, and he should reserve the 
costs until after the suspense period had elapsed, and the creditor had brought 
his action, which he must do within a month of the expiry of that period.— 
Soxicirors, Barough ; Lake, Beaumont, & Lake. 





Marri1aceE—EvipencE—LIcenseE—MIsDEscRIPTION—ADDITIONAL C HRIS- 
T14N NamEs.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, on Wednes- 
day, December 21, judgment was given in the case of Haswell v. Haswell and 
Gilbert, which was an undefended suit for a divorce on the ground of the 
respondent’s adultery with the co-respondent, and had been tried before the 
President of the Division without ajury. The adultery was clearly proved, 
but a question arose as to the evidence of the marriage. The parties were 
married by license in London according to the rites of the Church of England. 
The husband’s name was “ Robert Haswell,” but he was described in the 
license and register as ‘‘ Robert Luney Wallace Haswell.” From an affidavit 
which was produced, it appeared that the license had been obtained by the 
wife, who had believed that she had stated her husband’s name correctly. 
Tbe name as given was borne by a son by a former marriage, and she had 
believed that both father and son had the same Christian names. HaNNEN, 
P., having taken time to consider the question, now observed that the 
explanation was not quite satisfactory; but since the marriage had been by 
license, he held that it was not invalidated by the inaccuracy as to the 
petitioner’s Christian name, He therefore granted a decree nisi,—SoLiciToRs, 
Wild, Browne, § Wild. 





Practice—Revivor—Deata oF Sore Pxuaintirr—Cavse or AcTION 
NOT SURVIVING—TITLE OF CausE—OrD. 50, RR. 1, 4.—In a case of Miller v. 
Huddlestone, before Fry, J.. on the 17th iust., the question was raised what 
is, under the present practice, the proper title of an action when, upon the 
death of a sole plaintiff, whose interest terminates with his life, an order is 
made giving liberty to a new plaintiff to carry on the proceedings. The action 
was brought to administer an estate, the plaintiff being a lady who was 
entitled under the will of the testator to an annuity for ber life ; the defendants 
being the trustees and executors and the other beneficiaries, After the 
death of the plaintiff the common order was made giving to one of the de- 
fendants, who was entitled to a share in the residue of the estate, liberty to 
carry on and prosecute the action and the proceedings therein against the other 
defendants in like manner as such proceedings might have been carried on and 
prosecuted by the plaintiff if she had not died. A petition was afterwards 
presented by one of the trustees and executors for the distribution of the estate 
among the persons entitled thereto. The petition was entitled only in the 
original action. The counsel for the new envy objected that it ought to 
have been also entitled (in conformity with the old practice) in the action as 
revived by the order of revivor, The petitioner's counsel said that this was 
unnecessary under tho present practice. Fry, J., after consulting the registrar, 
said that in such a case as the present, where an order was made substituting 
a new plaintiff in the place of a sole plaintiff, whose interest had come to an 
end, the old practice remained in force, and the title of the revived action 
ought to be added to the old title. —Sonrcrrors, R, Smith & Wilmer; Allen 
& 3; Swann & Co, 





Votuntary Deep—Fraup—INTEentT To DEFEAT CREDITORS—SratuTE 13 
Eu. c. 5.—In a case of Golden v. Gillam, before Fry, J.,on the 15th inst., a 
uestion arose as to setting aside a voluntary deed as fraudulent under the 
statute 13 Eliz. c.5. The deed in question was executed by a widow, who 
was carrying on a farming business, and who was, at the time when she 
executed it, old and bedridden. Her two daughters were then living with her, 
and they carried on the business of the farm for her. By the deed she con- 
veyed the farm to the daughters, and assigned the farming stock to a trustee 
for them, the daughters covenanting to pay the mother’s farming debts, and 
to maintaio her for the rest of her life, Afterthe death of the mother, the 
action was brought by one of her creditors, whose debt had not been 
contracted in relation to the farming business, to set aside the deed as 
fraudulent and void under the statute, and it was contended that, inasmuch as 
the necessary effect of the deed was to deprive of their remedies against their 
debtor’s property all the creditors of the grantor, except that class of 
creditors for whom provision was made in the deed, it must ba takea to 
have been made with intent to delay and defraud creditors, even though there 
was no actual intention to defraudthem. Fry, J., however, held that this 
was not so. He said that, in matters which were collateral or not present to 
the mind of a donor, his act might well have a result which he did not 
contemplate or which was contrary to his intention. And, looking at the 
apparent motive for the deed, and at all the circumstances, his lordship could 
not hold that it was fraudulent, and he dismissed the action, with costs.— 
Sonicrrors, C. M. Stretton ; Blake § Heseltine. 





PARTNERSHIP—DIssOLUTION—GoopDwitt—Ricuat To Carry On Business, 
—In a case of Cowderoy v. Yates, before Fry, J., on the 15th inst., a question 
arose as to the right of a partner after a dissolation of the partnership to 
solicit the customers of the firm. On the 28th of December, 1877, an 
agreement was entered into between the plaintiff and the defendant, in 
consideration of the mutual fidence between them, and of ths sum of 
£100 paid by the plaintiff to the defendant, that they would become and 
remain co-partners in a specified business from the Ist of January, 1878, 
until the partnership should be determined as thereinafter stated. It was 
provided that the partnership might be determined by twelve months’ 
notice in writing by either partner, and that, on the expiration of the 
notice, the remaining partner should nevertheless be entitled to carry on 
the business of the partnership solely under the partnership name, and that 
the outgoing partner should in no way whatsoever receive any sum of monéy 
for the goodwill of the business. It was also provided that, on the determina- 
tion of the partnership, the balance of the assets should (after discharging the 
debts and liabilities and returning to each partner the capital contributed by 
him) be divided equally between the partners, but that if the ip should 
be dissolved before the expiration of three years, the defendant should return 
to the plaintiff a proportionate part of the premium of £100 for the time ua- 
expired. On the Ist of October, 1880, the defendant gave a written notice to 
the plaintiff to dissolve the partnership twelve months after the date of the 
notice, and, on the Ist of October, 1881, a notice (signed by the plaintiff and 
the defendant) of the dissolution as from that date was published in the 
London Gazette, the notice stating that all assets would be received and all 
liabilities discharged by the plaintiff. On the same day the defendant 
sent a circular to the customers of the old firm, informing them of the dis- 
solution, stating that he was about to carry on a similar business under a new 
firm, and soliciting orders from them. The action was commenced on the 3rd 
of December, 1881. The plaintiff by his statement of claim all that on 
and after the Ist of October, 1881, he became entitled to the will of the 
partnership business, and he claimed an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from in any way applyiog to any customer of the late firm and asking such 
customer to continue to deal with him and not with the plaintiff, or from 
otherwise prejudicially interfering with the goodwill of the old firm. The 
plaintiff moved for an pr ony in the fey i er Pris. J., held, 
upon the construction of the agreement, that the vi @ partnership 
+ ars belonged to the plaintiff, and that he had given consideration for it. 
And his lordship granted an injunction in the form adopted in Labdouchers v. 
Dawson (20 W. R. 309, L. R. 13 Eq. 222), restraining the defendant from 
soliciting the customers of the old firm.—Soricrrors, Shaen, Reseoe, ¢ Co. ; 
Trinders § Curtis- Hayward. 








SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
City or Lonponx Covrt. 
(Before Mr, Commissions Kerr.) 
Copp v. Lynch and The Law Life Assurance Society. 

Crispe (Newson with him) appeared for the plaintiff ; 

Ceek, for the defendant Lynch ; and 

Clerk, for the Law Life Assurance Society, 

From the evidence it appeared that in 1876 Mr. Copp was acting as 
solicitor for Mr. Lynch in carrying out a mortgage on @ reversiouary interest 
in some property to which a Mr, Jackson was entitled subject to his 
surviving two lives. As against the contingency a policy on Mr. Jackson's 
life was taken out in the Law Life Assurance Society, and Mr. Copp 
received a commission on the premium for the introdaction, the prospectas 
of the aociety stating that “ assurances be effected at the society's 
office or threugA any solicifer,” the latter words being printed in italies. 
The notices of renewal were then annaally sent to Mr. Copp and forwarded 
to Mr, Lynch, who remitted to Mr. Gens Oey ee 
Mr. Copp duly handed to the society, and received his commission, 
Although the money was sent by Mr. Lynch it was provided by Ma, 
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Jackson, and he being in the service of Mr. Lynch, the amount was 
debited to his salary account. , 

In 1879 Mr. Copp ceased to be solicitor to Mr, Lynch, but, in usual 
course still receiving the annual notices, forwarded them to his late client. Mr. 
Lynch sent the premium for 1879 by a boy named Bridge and with the 
notice addressed to Mr. Copp; the insurance clerk, assuming the boy came from 
Mr. Copp, gave him the commission, taking his receipt, the boy signing 
“* Frederick Bridge, for Comp & Co.” The boy on his return gave the money 
to his master, who placed it to the credit of Jackson; he also received the 
commission for 1880, which he also placed to Jackson’s credit. On discovering 
this Mr. Copp brought his action against Mr. Lynch to recover £5 10s. 6d., 
the two years’ premium so received, and Mr. Lynch counter-claimed for the 
commission received by Mr. Copp, the Law Life being brought in as defend- 
ants by direction of the learned judge. 

It was urged on the pert of the defendant Lynch that the relation of 
client and solicitor existing between the plaintiff and himself at the time the 
life was insured precluded the plaintiff from receiving any personal benefit out 
of the transaction, and that the case fell within the principle of Harrington v. 
Victoria Graving Dock Company (L. R. 3 Q. B. D. 549). 

It was contended by Clerk, on the part of the society, that the defendant 
Lynch must have known that the plaintiff received the commission, and that 
such payments were matters of public notoriety. 

Mr. ComMIssIoNER Kerr stopped the arguments, as he thought the case of 
great importance and one which should be considered in a higher court. He 
gave judgment, with leave to appeal, for the defendant on the claim, and for 
Mr. Lynch on the counter-claim, adding Jackson as counter-claimant. 

Notice of appeal by case has been given. 








THE BRIBERY SENTENCES. 


A MEETING of solicitors was held atthe Inns of Court Hotel on Monday for 
the purpose of considering the steps to be taken for the immediate presentation 
of * The Solicitors’ Memorial’’ to the Home Secretary in favour of the remis- 
sion, or mitigation, of the sentences passed in connection with the bribery pro- 
secutions, Mr. Freshfield, M.P., ocoupied the chair. 

The following is a copy of the memorial :— 

“In the matter of James Barber Edwards, John Frederick May, William 
Mair, and others.—To the Right Hon. Sir William Vernon Harcourt, her 
Majesty's Principal Secretary of State (Home Department).—The bumble 
memorial of the undersigned solicitors of her Majesty’s Supreme Court of 
Jadicature and others showeth, that the above-named persons are now under- 
going various terms of imprisonment as ordinary misdemeanants for offences 
of bribery and corruption committed by them during the Sandwich and 
Macclesfield elections, 1850. It appeared at the respective trials of the said 
persons, and from the evidence adduced by them in mitigation of punisb- 
ment (to office copies of which your memorialists humbly crave leave to refer 
and pray your attention), that they were in their respective positions in life 
persons of high respectability and integrity, greatly esteemed by their 
neighbonrs and all who knew them, and, until the committal of the said 
offences, persons of irreproachable character and innocent of offence against 
the laws of their Queen or country. Your memorialists, therefore, humbly 
pray that you will consider the good character borne by each of the said 
prisoners previously to their committing the ssid offences, the punishment 
and shame they have already undergone, and that the dignity of the law has 
been duly vindivated. And that you will be pleased to advise her most 
gracious Majesty the Queen graciously to remit or mitigate the remainder 
of the several sentences passed upon the said prisoners as in your judgment 
you may deem meet and right. And your memorialists will ever pray,’’ &c, 

The Cuatnman said that the profession of solicitors had considered their 
views ought to be represented in a separate memorial, supplemental to that 
of the general committee. Believing the case to be one of great hardship, and 
that there was vo chance of getting the convicted men out of prison except 
on a strong representation to the Secretary of S:ate, he had deemed it his 
duty tobe present and to render any assistance in his power. Justice was said 
to be blind, end it certainly was so in this instance. The sentences were 
needlessly cruel, and the trestment of the men while being taken to prison 
was positively inhuman. The law had now been vindicated, and most 
people felt that the time for the release of the prisoners had arrivede. 
He would be happy to present the solicitors’ memorial, for which purpose he 
would communicate with the other committee, and he only hoped that the 
— of imprisonment of these unfortunate people would be speedily brought 

9 a close. 

Mr. Lzarorp (Learoyd & Learoyd) moved that the chairman be requested 
to present the solicitors’ memorial to the Home Secretary. He said there was 
bat one feeling throughout the profession on this question, He had never 
heard any solicitor speak of the matter except in terms of sympathy with 
the convicted men and surprise at the sentences. He knew one of the im- 

i gentlemen and had bad frequent professional intercourse with the 
firm of which he was a member. No member of the profession with whom he 
was acquainted was a more honourable man than Mr. May, and he believed 
the same might he said of the other gentlemen. They did not desire to 
express any sympathy with bribery. Bat no one who had not gone through 
the ordeal of 2 hotly-contested election could understand the pressure brought 
to bear upon 2 conducting agent. He had had the experience, and he knew 
it required 2 will of sdemant to resist. There were the entreaties of one’s 
friends, and the expostalations of eager, disinterested political workers—all 
endeavouring to persuade the agent that unless he did what the other side 
were doing, and what bad always been done, the election would be lost. An 
amiable man might yield under these circumstances, and, perhaps, it was not 








always the best man in the profession who resisted, He should have been 
glad had all the members of Parliameut belonging to the profession been 
associated with the chairman in the presentation of the petition, so as to 
enable the Home Secretary to see that the movement was not confined to a 
minority of the profession, but was in reality an outburst of strong profession al 
feeling throughout the whole country. 

The CHAIRMAN said he would have much pleasure in presenting the 
solicitors’ memorial. He underst20d hundreds of thousands of persons had 
signed the general memorial, and no doubt the movement among the pro- 
fession would have been much more pronounced only a feeling existed that 
this application should be made at once. 

Mr. NetueErso.e (Mayor of Deal) said he attended as one who from the 
beginning had been a most active worker in this matter, to express his 
sympathy with the action which the solicitors had taken. He confidently 
asserted that six out of the seven men now in Canterbury Gaol were the 
dupes of others. Ao hour before they gave their evidence to the Com- 
missioners they had intended to make aclean breast of everything; but they 
had been persuaded to the eontrary, and the very men by whom they 
were induced to suppress a part of the truth were those who afterwards 
appeared against them, The work of the general committee had been 
unceasing. Twenty-five thousand copies of the memorial had been dis- 
tributed, and the solicitors, as a body, had responded most freely, as would 
be seen when they came to make a digest of the signatures. 

The motion asking Mr. Freshfield to present the memorial was carried 
unanimously. 

The CuarkMAN said it ought to be understood that they did not find 
fault with the prosecution, but they believed the intense suffering of the 
convicted men had vindicated the law, and that this being so the time 
had come for their release. 








JURISDICTION OF THE ENGLISH COURTS 
OVER SCOTSMEN. 


A MEeTING of a joint committee, consisting of representatives of legal bodies 
from various parts of Scotland, met on Monday in the Advocate’s Library, 
Edinburgh, on the invitation of a committee of the Faculty of Advocates, 
to consider this question. Tbe following gentlemen were present :—The 
committee of the Faculty of Advocates, consisting of Messrs, J. Guthrie 
Smith, H. Johnston, M. T. S. Darling, J. H. Begg, G. Barnett, A. Ure, and 
A. Jameson, convener; Messrs. J. Clerk Brodie, W.S.; Dr. J. T. Mowbray, 
W.S. ; and John Cook, W.S., representing the Society cf Writers to the 
Signet ; Messrs. J. Lamond, S,8.C., president; W. Saunders, S.S.C., vice- 
president, and William Miller, 8.S.C., of the Society of Solicitors before 
the Supreme Courts; Mr. G. M. Wood, of the Society of Solicitors at Law; 
Mr. David Littlejohn, of the Society of Advocates in Aberdeen ; Mr. A ndrew 
Hendry, of the Faculty of Procurators, Dandee ; Messrs. J. A. Spens and 
T. C. Young, of the Faculty of Procurators in Glasgow ; Mr. Robert Russell, 
of the Faculty of Procurators in Paisley ; Messrs. Alex. Graham, solicitor, 
Crieff, president, and J. M. Miller and David Keay, solicitors, Perth, vice- 
president and secretary of the Society of Solicitors of Perthshire ; 
Mesers. John Lockhart, secretary, and D. Dougall, member, of the Ayr 
Faculty of Solicitors; Mr. John Symonds, sen., dean of the Faoulty of 
Procurators of Dumfriesshire; Mr. Alexander Cameron, solicitor, Elgin, 
representing the Society of Solicitorsof Elginshire; Messrs. James Clarke, 
secretary, and William Burns, of the Faculty of Solicitors of Inverness- 
shire ; Messrs. Ebenezer Morrison, dean, and William Stevenson, sub-dean, 
of the Society of Solicitors and Procurators of Stirling—Mr. Jameson in the 
chair. A full discussion of the question took place, in the course of which 
most of the gentlemen present stated their experience of the inconvenience 
and injustice of the practice of summoning Scotch defenders in the English 
courts, and thereafter the following resolutions were proposed, seconded, and 
unanimously agreed to :— 

1, That in the opinion of this meeting the experience of the past six years 
has proved that the practice of the Eoglish and Irish courts of serving their 
summonses upon persons resident in Scotland in virtue of the provisions of 
ord. 11, r. 1, of the rules annexed to the Supreme Court of Judicature 
(England) Act, 1875, and of the Supreme Court of Judicature (Ireland) Act, 
1877, has been productive of great hardship, injustice, and inconvenience to 
Scotsmen in all parts of the country, and especially in the large mercantile 
centres, and that the subsequent enactment by the English judges of rule la of 
order 11 of the Rules of Court in England has not had the anticipated effect of 
abating the grievance complained of, ; 

2. That this meeting is of opinion that the practice introduced by the Acts 
and Rules referred to in the first resolution, in its application to persons resident 
in Scotland, involves a breach of the 19th article of the Act of Union, and is, 
moreover, in violation of the recognized principles of general international law, 

3. That the difficulty of determining, under the said Acts.and Rules, whether 
service hag been properly made or not, has been feegeenly found in practice to be 
very inconvenient, in leading practically to two litigations—ono on the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction, and the other on the merits of the case, 

4. That this meeting is of opinion that the proper remedy for the grievance 
cceapireed of is the restoration of the law in this matter, as regards Scotland, 
to the footing on which it stood prior to the enactment of the Acts and Rules 
referred to, and that, by the exemption of Scotland from the operation of the 
same or of any similar enactments, so that in future the plaintiff or pureuer 
wast, in accordance with the rules of international law, sue any person resident 
in Scotland against whom he has a claim in the courts of that country. 
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5. That this meeting instruct the convener of this committee to arrange for 
a deputation to wait on the law cfficers of the Crown for Scotland, and on Lord 
Rosebery as Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department, to lay before 
them the views of this committee as representing the various legal bodies 
throughout the country, and to request them as soon as possible to prepare and 
bring in a Bill to remedy the evils complained of. 

Thereafter an executive committee was appointed. 








*SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
December 14, Mr. P. Rickman in the chair, the other directors present being 
Messrs. Asker (Norwich), Brook, Hedger, Kays, Keen, Lake, Pennington, 
Rose, Smith, Veley (Chelmsford), Walters, and Woolbert (Mr, Hiffe, 
secretary). A sum of £280 was distributed in grants of assistance among 
necessitous solicitors and their widows and families, twenty-nine new mem- 
bers ng admitted to the association, and other general business tran- 
sacted. 


LAW CRICKET CLUB. 


On Friday last the members and friends of the Law Cricket Club assembled 
at dinner at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleetestreet, the chair being taken by A. L. 
Smith, Esq. A large number of barristers, solicitors, and law students were 
present. After the usual loyal toasts had been responded to, a smoking 
concert took place, and some very good songs and music followed in rapid 
succession, Amongst the most successful we may mention a song and chorus 
written for the occasion and sung by Mr. C. E. Baker, which was heartily and 
deservedly applauded. Mr. P. M. James was in good voice, and sang 
“ Montrose’s Love Song” with great effect, besides rendering valuable assist- 
ance at the piano. In replying to a vote of thanks for presiding, the chairman 
expressed his pleasure at being present that evening as a member of the club, 
which he hoped would continue for long to come to receive, year by year, an 
increasing degree of support from both branches of the profession, A beneficial 
opportunity was afforded by the club for members of the profession to meet 
together for one common object—viz., recreation without regard to professional 
differences and distinctions. He referred to some parts of Mr. Baker’s song, 
which alluded in a humorous way to the amount of brain work involved in a 
lawyer's duties now-a-days, observing that it was a part of a lawyer’s duties to 
preserve his bodily strength with healthful pursuits, for which purpose he 
advised them to become members of the Law Cricket Club and play tennis. 
The chairman concluded by proposing a toast, “‘ To our next merry meeting.” 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


Ata meeting held at Clement’s-inn Hall on Wednesday, December 14, Mr. 
Bartrum in the chair, Mr. Brown moved, ‘That her Majesty’s Government 
does not deserve the confidence of the country,’ aud was supported by Measrs. 


Mott, Whitehouse, Kains-Jackson, Jenks, and Collyer. The followin 
members spoke in opposition to the motion : Messrs. Richardson, Shirley, an 
Spence; Mr. Blackwell also addressed the meeting. The debate was sustained 
until a late hour, and the opener having replied, the motion was put and 
carried by a majority of five votes. Members present, 21 ; visitor, 1. 

The following moot was discussed at the meeting of the society held at the 
Law Institution on Monday, December 19:—‘‘ A. sends a box to a station 
belonging to a railway company, with a message that he will take it with him 
by the first train next morning. A porter receives the box, and puts it into 
a goods shed, In the night the box is broken open and the goods are stolen. 
Is the company liable ?”” The debate was opened in the negative by Mr. 
Jenks, who was supported by Mr. Parsons, and opposed by Mr, Richardson. 
The opener having replied, the chairman (Mr. D’Arcy Collyer) summed up 
the case, and, upon division, the contention of the opener was affirmed nem. 
con, 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY 


The fourth meeting of this society was held on Tuesday evening, the 13th 
inst., at 6.80, at the Law Library, Cross-street, when the chair was taken 
by Mr, A. U. Maberly, M.A., barrister-at-law, the question for discussion 
being as follows :—“ A. dies intestate, seised of real estate, his heir-apparent 
being en ventre sa mere. Between the death of A. and the birth of the 
posthumons heir, the rents of the} real estate are received by the amp- 
tive heir of the intestate. (1) Do the rents so received belong on his birth 
to the posthumous heir ? (2) Would the result be the same supposing the 
rents had not been actually received by the presumptive heir?” The 
affirmative (1) was supported by Messrs, Raynor and Rowland, and the 
negative by Messrs. Payne, Withington, Solly, Hilditch, Ryoroft. and Law, 
The affirmative (2) was argued by Mr. Taylor and Mr, W, J. Read, and the 
negative by several speakers. The chairman sammed up, and the voting 
was as follows :—Affirmative (1), 2; negative, 36, Affirmative (2), 32 ; 





negative, 6. The society passed resolutions to give prizes of various 
amounts for the best essays on given subjects, and to those of its members 
who pass the final examination with honours, A vote of thanks to the 
chairman closed the proceedings. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The 698th ordinary meeting of the Birmingham Law Students’ Society was 
holden at the Law Library, Bennett’s-hill, Birmingham, on Tnesday, the 20th 
of December. The chair was taken by Thomas Spencer, Esq. A letter was 
read from Sir Hardinge S. Giffard, Q.C., M.P., in which he notified his con- 
sent to become president of the society for 1882. It was resolved that that 
meeting should be the last of the autumn session, and that the first meeting of 
the spring session should be held on Tuesday, the 7th of February, 
1882, A debate then took place on moot point No. 657:—“ A, isthe owner 
of a number of carrier pigeons. For the purpose of training them he conveys 
them to a distance from their home and then sets them free, in the expecta- 
tion that they willreturn to their dovecote. In their fligbt homewards the 
pigeons pass over the land of B., who shoots some of them. Can A. main- 
tain an action for the wrong?” The speakers on the affirmative side were 
Messrs. Davis, Browett, Saunders, Thompson, G. Huggins, and Ryland; 
those on the negative were Messrs. Barrows, W. E. Barber, G. T. Edwards, 
Streetly, and Cochrane, The discussion was sustained with spirit, and the 
opening speakers on either side having replied, the chairman summed up and 
put the question to the meeting, when it was decided in the affirmative by a 
majority of nine, A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the 
meeting. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. HENRY INGLES DAVIS. 


Mr. Henry Ingles Davis, solicitor, died at Coventry on the 23rd ult., aftera 
painfal illness, Mr, Davis was bora in 1814, and was admitted a solicitor in 
1843. He was a commissioner to administer oaths in the Supreme Court, 
and a perpetual commissioner for Warwickshire, and he had an extensive 
private practice in Coventry and the neighbourhood. He also held several 
important public appointments. He was vestry clerk of St. Michael’s Parish, 
clerk to the Cappers’ and Mercers’ Companies, and to the trustees of the 
General Charities, and solicitor to the Butcher’s Freemen Trustees. He was 
also for many years registration and election agent to the Liberal party in the 
borough, Mr. Davis hed been for some time a widower, and he leaves two 
sone. 


MR, ANTHONY BENN STEWARD. 


Mr. Anthony Benn Steward, solicitor, late of Whitehaven, died at Buxton, on 
the 16th ult. Mr. Steward was born ia 1805. He was admitted a solicitor 
about the year 1828, aud he practised for many years at Whitehaven. Since 
his retirement from business he had resided at Newton Manor, High Gosforth. 
Mr. Steward took an active part in local business. He was for many years 
chairman of the Cleator and Egremont Railway Company. He was one of the 

rincipal leaders of the Liberal party in the Western Division of Cumber- 
and, and at the general election of 1868 he unsuccessfully contested the 
borough of Whitehaven, in opposition to Mr. Cavendish Bentinck. 


MR, JOHN FRASER MACQUEEN, Q.C, 


Mr. John Fraser Macqueen, Q.C., died at 4, Upper Westbourne-terrace, on 
the 6th inst., in his seventy-ninth year. Mr. Macqueen was the son of Mr. 
Donald Macqueen, of Corryborough, Inverness-shire, and was born in 1803, 
He formerly practised as a Writer to the Signet, at Edinburgh, but subse- 
quently became a member of Lincoln’s-inn, where he was called to the bar in 
Trinity Term, 1838. He practised in the Court of Chancery, and was made 
a Queen’s Counsel in 1861. Mr. Macqueen was the author of works on 
Marriage Law, and on Practice before the House of Lords. He was at one 
time frequently engaged in Scotch appeals, and in proceedings for divoree 
under the old system, For a few years after the passiag of the Divorce 7 
he also practised in the Divorce Court. In 1860 he was appointed, by 
Campbell, to be official reporter of Scotch and divorce ap in the House of 
Lords, and he compiled four volumes of appellate He continued his 
reports for several years after the formation of the ed Council of 
Law Reporting, bat failing health obliged him to appoint a deputy, and aboat 
two years ago he resigned his appointment. Mr, Macgueen was a man of 
most genial and kindly disposition, and was very i aoe in the pro- 
fession. He was a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for Inverness-shire, and 
a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 


MR. HENRY BRITTAN, 


Mr, Henry Brittan, solicitor (the head of the firm of Brittan, ap tcrons 
& Orewdson), of Bristol, died on the Sth inst, from paralysis, in his 
year, Mr, Brittan was born in 1802, and was admitted a solicitor in 1823, 
aud he had practised for over half a century at Bristol. He was at the head of 
one of the largest offices in the city, and was th well versed in every 
branch of mercantile law. He had been for some time associated in partner- 
ship with Messrs. Joho Latham Press, James Inskip, and Henry Crewdson. 
Mr. Brittan took an active part in municipal business, and be had been for 
several years an alderman for the city. He was chairman of the Taéf Vale 
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Railway Company, and a director of the Bristol and South Wales Wagon 
Company. He leaves a widow and two children. Mr. Brittan was buried at 
Arno Vale Cemetery on the 9th inst., the funeral being attended by the mayor 
of Bristol and many members of the corporation. 





MR. DAVID DAVID. 


Mr. David David, solicitor, of Swansea, died on the 3rd inst, Mr. David 
was the son of Mr. Edward David, of Swansea, and was born in 1812. 
He served his articles with Messrs. James & Collins, of Swansea. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1834, and practised for nearly forty years at Swansea, 
but retired about four years ago. He was very highly esteemed by all 
classes in Swansea on account of his kindly and charitable disposition, He 
took a warm interes‘ in all movements affecting the interests of the working 
classes, and he was one of the promoters of the first building society which 
was established at Swansea. Mr. David was a bachelor. He was buried 
in St. Mary’s Churchyard on the 8th inst., a large number of the local 
solicitors being present at tke funeral. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


* Lorp Justice Lixptey has been swornin as 4 Member of the Privy 
Council. 

Mr. Eputsp Poo ey, solicitor, of 6, Sloane-street, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths and take Affidavits in the Supreme 
Court of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope. 


Mr. Witi14m Bouw, solicitor, of 23, Old Jewry, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Hersertr Noet Lvcas, solicitor, of Sheffield and Bromfield, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Jadicatare. 


Mr. JouN Firzparrick, advocate, has been elected Professor of Con- 
stitutional Law and History in the University of Edinburgh, 


Mr. Beszyamix Tomas Wicui1ams, Q.C., M.P., who has been appointed 
Judge of County Courts for Circuit No, 30, in succession to Mr. Thomas 
Palconer, resigned, is the son of the Rev. Thomas Williams, of Merry 
Vale, Pembrokeshire. He was educated at Carmarthen Grammar School, 
and at the University of Glasgow, and he was called to the bar at Gray’s- 
ina in Hilary Term, 1859. He has practised on the North Wales and 
Chester Circuit, and he became a Qaeen’s Counsel in 1875. He was for 
several years recorder of Carmarthen, and he was elected M.P. for that 
borough in the Liberal interest in 1878. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Srerzes Hii, and Cuarzies Azrace Sravzgr, solicitors, Salisbury (Hill 
& Slader). December 10. [ Gazette, December 20]. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomxr Srocx Companizs. 


Lrurrep ty Cuaxcery. 


Coomwsz Starz Qrizerss, Liurren.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 16, directed 
te be heard before Hall, V.C., on Jan 13. Rogers and Chave, Queen Victoria st, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Esyizts Str Race Covesz Compaxy, Limiten.—Chitty, J., has by an order, 
dated Sept 2, appointel James Holah, 6, Moorgate st, to be official liquidator. Cred- 
iors are reguirei, re I © send their names and addresses, and the 

ticalars of their detta « % the above. Jan 27 at ll is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upm the dette and claims 

Lameret, Gear, ayy Co, Liutren.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Dec §, it 
wan orders’ that the cunpany be wound Goldberg and Langdon, Weat st, 
Finatory circca : 

Patest Examer Anveetisise Courasy, Liuiren.—Hall, V.C., has, by an order dated 
Mov 2, apystei Henry Be yar Foster, 3, Copthall bidgs, to be official liquidator, 

Patest Avtomstic Kurrtise Macaisz Coursny, Liutren.—Bacon, V.C., hes 
Ceter, date Sor 4, wyyinte’ Bidney Hers, %, D at, Queen's pk, Harrow rd, to be 
Acid leguidacsr 

Bots-2-Mawoez Gown Misise¢ Comvasy, Liuiten,.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Dee 10, Girecte’d ts te heard before Chitty, J., om Jan 14. Heritave and Co, St 
Cremant’s House, Cereus’ lane, whicivore for the petitioners : ‘ 


ry ¥, 









on or t 


up. 





(Gazelle, Dec. 16.} 


Ecucrzic Wasrtys Compant, Liutren.—The MR. haa by an order, dated July 25, 
apyhates Sten taker. Breck, tanderiand, ww ve Aicial liquidator. Creditors are 
reguiret, om or betore Sats 17, 1s send their nasnes and aAdresnes, and the particulars 
A teats Cth «x Cattan, Oo the ayrie. Jan Gl at U1 ie aypointed for hearing and 
attiadicating tym the otha wet caiccn ‘ 

Keece’s Parest ice Compan, Uruiren.—Hall, VC, haa by an rier, dated Dec 10, 
ayy, saa Joh tenth, 3, bride a, ts te Siicial Nqnidater, Creditors are 
regret, ee hne bats Wh, wer Cnet nasnee wil aAAreanes, ant the particalars 
A thtt ta on Cath, i Cee atrrie. Sa Gl ah 12 in ayypinted for hearing anda 
WAAL, UK Ut AR BEA Cit, | Gascle, Dec, W.| 












Fetesoy Bocteri¢a Dismoren, 
Ram wo 4 Vavteeiast Watewonr Bocrarr, Conservative Hall, 


Dec 2 Over Darwen, 
vs 








by an | 





Frrenpty Socrety, Fishmongers’ Arms, Uley-next-the-Sea, Norfolk. Dec 12 
Sr. Mary’s Brancn, No. 2, Wrreatt CatHoLic BengvoLent Socrety, Neptune st, 
Birkenhead, Chester. Dec 13 (Gazette, Dec. 16.] 


GREENSIDE CO-OPERATIVE AND INDUSTRIAL Society, Limirep, Greenside, Dalton, York, 
Dec 14 [ Gazette, Dec. 20.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Barer, Hannan, Knottingley, York. Jan 14. Hey v Donaldson, Hall, V.C. Arundel 
and Son, Pontefract d 

Bogeett, Ricnarp, Kingston-upon-Hull, Hotel Proprietor. 
Chitty, J. Todd, Kingston-upon-Hull : 

BRaDFIELD, JamMEsS BARNARD, De Beauvoir rd, Kingsland, Horse Dealer. 
Harris v Briinees, Hall, V.C. Boxall and Boxall, Chancery lane 

CartwrigHt, Mary, Victoria Cottages, Hounslow. Jan 5. Hilton v Robinson, Chitty, 
J. Hilder, Jermyn st 

Cuasz, Lovisa ANNE Mituricent, Oxford. Jan 10, Chase v Chase, Hall, V.C. Budd 
and Co, Bedford row ; ‘ ; 

Cunurrorp, Henry, Aberystwyth, Cardigan. Jan 5. Culliford v Culliford, Chitty, J. 
Smith, Aberystwyth 

GoopcuHap, Wittiam, Burnt Ash lane Lee, Esq. 
V.C. Blagden, Fenchurch avenue, Lime st 

Hvtcuinson, ExvizaBbetTu, Kingston-upon-Hull. Jan 17. Scaife v Harker, Chitty, J. 
Cook, Hull 

Intex, Mary Any, Acre lane, Brixton. Jan 16. Fraser vy Illidge, Chitty, J. Tatham, 
Queen Victoria st 

Putters, Sopuis, King st, Aldgate. Jan 12. 
pl, Holborn 

RicHarpson, James Manninaton, Tunbridge Wells, Auctioneer. 
Richardson, Hall, V.C. Simpson, Tunbridge Wells. 


Jan 5. Bolton v Boggett, 


Jan 21, 


Jan 9. Pillefant vy Goodchap, Hall, 


Jacobs v Wake, Chitty, J. Lewis, Ely 


Jan 16. Weston v 

(Gazette, Dec. 9.] 

ArmstronG, WILLIAM, Hawnes, Bedford, Farmer. Jan 10, Rushbrooke v Armstrong, 
Chitty, J. Clare, Bedford 

Beysamix, Wittr1am, St John’s Wood rd, Wine Merchant. 
Benjamin, Chitty, J. Ellis, Bedford row 

Dost, Joun, Langaton, Cornwall, Yeoman, 
White, sen., Launceston 

Gray, Samvet, Lanner, Gwennap, Cornwall, Brewer. 
Daniell, Redruth é 

Jonzs, MarGaret ANN, Twthill terrace, Carnarvon. Jan7. Jones v Thomas, Bacon, 
V.C. Allanson, Carnarvon 

Wiseman, Saran, Hounslow. 
Golden sq, St James’s 


Jan 10. Lumley v 


Jan 10. Sleeman v Doble, Chitty, J. 


Janll. Lean v Lean, Hall, V.C. 


Jan 14, Norman v Norman, Hall, V.C. Rye and Eyre, 
[ Gazette, Dec. 13.] 


Ayprew, ALEXANDER, South Park Hill rd, Croydon, Esq. Jan 10, Hatch vy Andrew, 
Chitty, J. Hollams and Co, Mincing lane 

Batren, Henry, Edith grove, Fulham, Jan 24, 
Rugby chbrs, Bedford row 

Bucxiey, Caarces Wiiti1am, Oldham, Lancaster, Innkeeper. 
Buckley, Fry, J. Mattinson, Oldham 

Burtoy, Joun, Kirkley, Suffolk, Farmer. Jan 25, 
Worship and Rising, Great Yarmouth 

Levy, Sazan, Hunter st, Brunswick sq. Jan 14. Marks v Jewell, Fry, J. Abrahams, 
Bedford row 

Suita, Henry, Sutton Maddock, Salop, Farmer. 
Martineau, Birmingham 

Sway, Ropgzt, Cornhill, Northumberland, Yeoman. Jan13, Swan v Lunan, Chitty, 
J. Weatherhead, Berwick-upon-Tweed 

Warts, Kate, Woolwich, Wine Merchant. Jan 10. Watts vy Watts, Hall, V.C. Bendle, 
John st, Bedford row (Gazette, Dec. 16.] 


Batten v Batten, Hall, V.C. Scoles, 
Jan 16, Bradbury v 
Wigg v Burton, Hall, V.C. 


Jan 14. Smith v France, Chitty, J. 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


AxcuER, James, Hilton fields, Marston on Dove, Derby, Farmer. Jan14, Sale and 
Mills, Corn Market, Derby 

Bacoys, Jous, Guildford, Jan2. Mellersh, Guildford 

Cazk, WitttaM, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Merchant, Feb 1. Greshamand Taylor, Hull 

Crozizr, Saran, Brighton, Jan3, M’Clellan, Bedford row 

DowsinG, Dawtzt, the elder, Hitcham, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 17, Hayward and Sons, 
Needham Market 

Friz.p, Joun, Sheffield. Dec 24. Binney and Co, Sheffield 

Fou.titeroox, Stzruzn Rovunp, Reading, Berks, Bank Manager. Jan 17. Hoffman, 
Reading 

GoonGeER, Davin, Chatteris, Isle of Ely, Farmer. Jan 14, Ruston, Chatteris 

Hoorzr, WILLIAM, Tonerspuddle, Dorset, Yeoman, Dec 31. Marshfield and Hutchings, 
Wareham 

Leecu, Cuaries Vatieyiey, Thayetmyo, British Burmah, Quartermaster. 
Burrow, Cullompton 

Leemine, Joszru, Manningham, Bradford, York, 
sraflford 

Mapneowicx, Ronert, Alton, Southampton. Jan 12. Downie, Alton 

Mason, Heway, Southport. Jan 17, Payne and Son, Liverpool 

Mippieton, Hewny, Southsea, Southampton, Gent. Jan 10, Pearce and Son, Portsea 

Neways, Ayn, Reading, Jani7, Hoffman, Reading 

Parton, Hauwniet, Reading, Berks, Jan 17. Hoffman, Reading 

Pease, Henny, Pierremont, Darlington, Durham, Kaq. Dec 31, Hutchinson and 
Laucas, Darlington 

a Rev Kusexuss, Sweffling, Suffolk, Clerk. Feb 1. Bevan and Daniell, Chancery 
BG 

Bravietom, Hemny Cuanrun, Southborough terrace, Peckham, 
Co, Wardrobe pl, Doctors’ commons 


Mar 31, 


Jan2, Taylor and Co, Piccadilly, 


Jan9, Newbon and 


| Btarieron, Ricnuany, Harrow rd, Paddington, Jan 9. Newbon*and Oo, Wardrobe pl, 





Doctors’ Commons 
Waunus, Hewtine Luson, Palling, Norfolk, Miller, 
Yarmouth 


Jan 14, Clowes and Son, Great 


[ Gagette, Dec, 6.) 


Ancunn, Jame, Hilton fields, Janis. ale andsMilla, Derby 
Hane, Davin, Greenwich, Gent, Jan%, Bandom and Co, Gracechurch at 
Keown, General Waites Joum, U.0,, Warkworth, Northumberland, Feb 3, Forster 


and Paynter, Alnwick 
breiiy, Asm, Comeley, 
Casey, Puomss, LL ihe 
Helen's 
Carman, Sonn, Huddersfield, Music Moller, Jan 1, 


Mtafford, Dec lo, Tinsley, Hedgley 


lon's, Lancuster, Foreman, Jan 24, Brewis, Townhall, St 


Homadon and Uo, Huddersfield 
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Currr, Raikes, Minley Manor, Farnboro’, Hants, Esq. Mar 1. Bircham and Co, 
Parliament st, Westminster 

Curry, Mary, Harrogate, York. Dec 24. Bateson and Hutchinson, Harrogate 

DangLL, Right Rev Jamus, St George’s Cathedral, Southwark. Mar 14. 
Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

East, Jou, Louth, Lincoln, Wine Merchant. Feb14. Bell and Ingoldby, Townhall, ° 
Louth 


Arnold and 


FisnEr, Samvzt, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Jan1. Towle and Co, Nottingham 
Gray, THomas, Sherburn Tower, Rowlands Gill, Durham, Gent. Dec $1. Laws and 
Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
GarpNER, MarrueEw, Tooley st. Jan 16. Saxton and Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 
Hit, StePeueEN, Trusthorpe, Lincoln. Mar6. Bourne and Rhodes, Alford 
Hurtock, Sysit, Lovel Heath, Crawley, Sussex. Jan 14. Hopgood and Co, Whitehall pl 
Jackson, Jonny, Birmingham, Gun Manufacturer. Jan 31. Cottrell, Birmingham 
LANKESTER, WiLL1aM, St Augustin’s rd, Camden sq. Feb1. Crouch and Co, Basing- 
hall st 
Low, Wi1ttrAM Henry, Fleet st, Publisher. Jan 10. 
Bedford row 
Lucas, Exiza, Chesterfield, Derby. Feb 15. Shipton and Co, Chesterfield 
MacLaren, Henry, Manchester, Merchant Jan 24. Cunliffe and Co, Manchester 
MatiEr, Hue, Ash, Devon. Feb 28. Hollams and Co, Mincing lane 
MutiEB, Jonny, Manchester, Gent. Jan13. Payne and Galloway, Manchester 
MitcHEtt, Ann, Hipperholme, Halifax. Jan1. Emmet and Walker, Halifax 
MorkELL, Joun, Leyland, Lancaster, Gent. Feb 2. Winder, Preston 
NicHouts, Saran, Kersal, Manchester. Feb 10. Sale and Co, Manchester 
PENNINGTON, WILLIAM, Bristol, Beer Retailer. Jan 1. Clifton and Carter, Bristol 
Pysus, Mary Moxon, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchart, Dec3l. Wilson and Son, Hull 
SHEPPARD, Witt1AM Henry, Lewisham, Gent, Jan15. Marchant and Co, Lombard st 
Sparks, JAMES Pattoun, Tybryn, Reynoldston, Swansea, General. Jan 8, Bear and 


Plant, Swansea 

Srirzs, Carotinz, Cumberland market, Regent’s park, Saddler. Feb 12. Herbert, 
Vigo st, Regent st 

Witson, Saran, Chester. 

WuatmovueH, Saran, Milnrow, Rochdale, Lancaster. 


Taylor and Co, Great James st, 


Dec 16. Chinery and Co, Chester 
Dec 31. Clegg, Milnrow 


[ Gazette, Dec. 9.] 


Ayeus, OtrvER, Unthank, Durham, Farmer. Jan 21. Maddison, jun, Durham 

BarseEr, Joz, Hollin Brigg, Holmfirth, York, Gentleman. Feb10. Heeley 

Bonp, Epwarp THorNLEY, Stoke Newington, Surgeon. Jan 8. Simpson and Palmer, 
Three Crown sq : 

BurrERwortH, CHARLES FREDERICK, Birkdale, Southport, Lancaster, Gentleman. Feb 
1. Cooper and Son 

Crompton, Brooks, Lancaster, Esq. Feb 1. 

Epwarps, Artuur Corpy, Regent’s pk, Gentleman, 
Old Broad st 

Ewart, Peter, Chester, Esq. Jan 31. Potts and Roberts, Chester 

FietcHER, CHARLES Epwarp, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufacturer. Jan 14. Burton 
and Co, Nottingham 

Gizson, Jonn, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Painter. Jan 31. Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

GivEveR, WitL1AM, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Jan 16. Ginever, Nottingham 

Gopwiy, Ricnarp, Clevedon, Somerset, Esq. Jan14. Salt and Parnell, Bristol 

Haren, THomas, Binn Marsden, Huddersfield, Stone Merchant. Feb1. Ainley and 


Hall, Huddersfield 

Harrison, Exizanetu, Chester. Jan3l. Potts and Roberts, Chester 

Harrison, Gzor@x, Dee Bank, Chester, Esq. Jan 31. Potts and Roberts, Chester 

Hemery, Jonn, Bartonfields, Canterbury, Esq. Jan 31. Borrett and Co, Whitehall pl 

Hirst, Josgrn, St Helen’s, Almondbury, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. Jan 30. 
Mills and Bibby, Huddersfield 

Jackson, Jonny, Birmingham, Gun Manufacturer, Jan 31. Cottrell, Birmingham 

—_ NatHANI&L, Southsea, Southampton, Gentleman. Jan 14. Edgcombe and Co, 

ortsea 

Kyort, Squirt, Sannington, York, Joiner. Jan 2. Clayton, Sheffield 

Mort, Witu1AmM Tomas, Mile End rd, Pewterer. Jan 21. Carthew, Chancery lane 

Norton, Exvizanetn Ann, Radnor terrace, Kensington, Jan 17. Campbell and Co, 
Warwick st, Regent st 

Prev, Jutia, Swinton park, Manchester. Jan 13. 

Rozerts, ExvizaBgTH, Southampton row, Holborn. 
Newgate st 

Saunperson, St. Jonn, Canonbury, Gentleman, Jan 31. 
inn fields 

Sine.eton, Resecca, Great Givendale, York. Jan 10. Munby and Scott, York 

Sover, Jutius Lx, Oakley sq, St Pancras. Jan31, Cookson and Co, New sq, Lincoln's 
inn 

Turner, James, Wellington, Salop, Gentleman. Jan 31. Cottrell and Son, Birmingham 

—— Tuomas, Hove, Sussex, Physician, Jan 31. Wolferstan and Co, Ironmonger 
ane 

Woottorton, CHaruss, Elstree, Nutfield, Hop Merchant. Feb 10, 

wae oo Vay, Leyton, Essex, Gentleman. Dec 24. 
church st 


Hall and Marshall 


Jan 15. Edwards, Pinners ct, 


Oxford and Milne, Manchester 
Jan 23. Morten and Cutler, 


Street and Co, Lincoln’s 


Head, Reigate 
Marsh, Fen ct, Fen- 
[ Gazette, Dec. 13.) 


Bagsuaw, Davip Burrows, Poland st, Watchmaker, Jan 10. Martineau and Co, Theo- 
bald’s rd, Gray’s inn 

Bagsaaweg, Exviza Ann, Eastbourne, Sussex. Feb 15. Prichard, Lincoln's inn fields 

Baasnawe, EvizA Mar@aret Anne, Bromley rd, Beckenham, Kent. Feb 15, Prichard, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Batt, Thomas, Great Coram st, Russell sq, Cabinet Maker. Jan 18, 
Co, Chancery lane 

Bovcusr, Rev Henry, Stalbridge, Dorset, Clerk. Jan 20, Pickett and Mytton, King’s 
Bench walk 

Brackenpury, Emma Jann, Kirkloy, Suffolk. Jan 25, Plaskitt, Lincoln's inn fields 

Burton, Samvust, Croft, Lincoln, Yeoman, Jan 13. Bassitt, Wainfleet 

Burixr, Aveustus, Reading. Jan 6. Wilkinson and Co, St Neot’s, Huntingdonshire 

Cox, Any, Clifton, Bristol, Jan 7, Smith, Weston super Mare 

Crosstry, Groras, Ilmington, Warwick, Timber Merchant. 
Hiron, Shipston on Stour 

Davixs, ANN JANE, Everton, Liverpool. Jan 14. Quinn, sires 

Faanors, Epwarp Jamns, 'Took’s ct, Chancery lane, Jan 22. Watson and Co 

et Anwa Manta, Kersloy rd, Stoke Nowington, Jan 13, Watson and Co, Bouverie 
st, Fleot at 

Gorin, Mary, Worksop, Nottingham, Jan 31. Coulson, Worksop 

Gaegy, Goran, Poole, Dorset, Fob 1. Trovanion, Poole 

Hit, Piowory, Leonard Stanloy, Gloucester, Jan 10, H ing, Cheltent 

Hinus, Jamra, Uppor Tooting, Surrey, Licensed Victualler, Jan 10, Blake and Snow, 
College hill, Cannon at 

Honson, HANNAN, Hoyland, Wath upon Dearne, York, Feb 1, Tyas and Co, Barnsley 

Houtann, Roy Furpentox Witrrmonn, Evesham, Worcester, Jan 15, Crawley and 
Arnold, Whitehall pl 

Jackson, Hunuwa Hann, Cambridge torr, Hyde pk, Jan 20. Dingwall, Tokenhouse yd 

Joan, George Cuntina, Jani, Tathama and Pym, Frederick's place, Old Jewry 

Kine, Jamns Kiva, Staunton pk, Staunton on Artow, Hereford, Baq. Jan 31, Under. 
wood, Chancery lane 

Lomax, Bersy, Radoliffe, Lancaster, Jan 0. Grundy and Son, King at, Manchester 

Lavown, Carmeuin®, Foroat hill, Kent, Mob 1, Cronin, Southampton at, Bloomsbury 

MAn@xatson, Homuny, Lancaster, Southport, out of business, Bebl, Banks, Preston 

ROHALL, JomN, York, Hotel Kooper, eb 1. lyard 


Nickinson and 


Jan 28, Hancock and 








Oxzory, THomas, Worplesdon, Surrey, Esq. Jan 21. Baileys and Co, Berners st, London 
Pratt, Henry Samvuet. Febl4. Field and Sons, Leamington, Warwickshire 


Summons, Jonny, Wittersham, Kent, Farmer. Jan ll. Dawes, Rye 
Smita, James, Walthamstow, Essex, Contractor. Jan 16. Houghtors and Byfield, 
Jones, York 


Gracechurch st 

Syowzatt, Ricwarp, Stillington, York, Farmer. Feb 1. 

Sovurnan, Mary, Manchester. Jan 21. Partington and Allen, Manchester 

Stan ey, Jonny, Orsett terr, Paddington, Esq. Feb1. Sladen, King’s Arms yd, Cole- 
man st 

Toviuix, Susanna, Croydon, Surrey. Feb 1. Walker and Co, Southampton st, 
Bloomsbury 

Warts, THomas Hopeson, Manchester, M.D. Feb1. 
chester f 

WitttraMs, Isaac, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Painter. 
verhampton 

Witson, Witt1aMm, Stroud, Gloucester,Gent. Feb 1. 

Jan 14, Finch, Borough High st 


venor st, Cheltenham 
[ Gazette, Dec. 16.]} 


Chew and Sons, Swan st, Man- 
Feb1, Fleukerand Page, Wol- 
Hemming, Exeter House, Gros- 


Woonrn, Jouy, Berners st, Oxford st, Upholsterer. 
Southwark 








COURT PAPERS. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Norice.—CuristmMas VAcaTion, 1881-82. 


There will be no sitting in court in the Christmas Vacation. 

During the vacation, all applications which may reqnire to be immediately 
or promptly heard are to be made to the Honourable Mr. Justice Cave or the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Kay at judges’ chambers, Royal Courts of Justice. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the vacation 
judge for the time being acting in the Chancery Division by book-post, or 
parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the 
application, and also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by 
counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and an 
envelope capable of receiving the papers, and addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chan- 
cery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice.” 4 

On applications for injunctions or writs of Ne exeat regno, in addition to the 
above, there must also be sent the original writ, or a copy of it with the 
indorsements thereon, a copy of the statement of cliim (if any), and, if the 
original writ is not sent, a certificate that it has been issued. 

The papers sent to the vacation judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being, acting as vacation judge in the 
Chancery Division when not sitting in chambers, can be obtained on applica- 
tion at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers (room 136), Royal Courts of 
Justice. 

The chanbers of Mr. Justice Chitty will be opened on Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday, and Friday, December 27, 28, 29, and 30, and on Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday. January 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

Chancery Kegistrars’ Caambers, Royal Courts of Justice, December 21. 


THE WINTER CIRCUITS. 


The following is a complete list of the dates fixed for holding the ensuing 
Winter Assizes, at which both civil and criminal business will be taken :— 
Western Circuit (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Bowen, J.)—Devizes, Wednes- 
day, January 11; Winchester, Saturday, January 14; Dorchester, Friday, 
Janusry 20; Exeter, Tuesday, January 24; Bodmin, Monday, January 30 ; 
Taunton, Thursday, February 2; Bristol, Tuesday, February 7. i 
Circuit (Baggallay, L.J., and Hawkins, J.)\—Aylesbury, Thursday, January 12 ; 
Bedtord, Monday, January 16; Northampton, Wednesday, January 18 ; 
Oakham, Monday, January 23 ; Leicester, Monday, January 23 ; Notting- 
ham, Friday, January 27 ; Lincoln, Thursday, February 2; Derby, Tuesday, 
February 7 ; Warwick, Saturday, February 11. South-Eastern Circuit (Cotten, 
L.J., and Grove, J.)—Lewes, Wednesday, January 11 ; Maidstone, Monday, 
January 16; Chelmsford, Monday, January 23 ; Hertford, Thursday, January 26 ; 
Hantingdon, Monday, Jaouary 30; Cambridge, Weduesday, February 1 ; 
Norwich, Monday, February 6 ; Ipswich, Monday, February 18. Northern Cir- 
cuit (Pollock, B., and Chitty, J.)—Carliste, Wednesday, January 11 s Apelatys 
Saturday, January 14; Lancaster, Monday, January 16; M . 
Thursday, January 19; Liverpool, Wednesday, Febraary 1, Oxford Cireait 
(Lopes, J., and North, J.)—Reading, Wednesday, January 11; Oxford, 
Friday, January 18; Worcester, Monday, January 16; Stafford, Friday, 
January 20 ; Shrewsbury, Friday, January 27 ; Hereford, Tuesday, January 
31; Monmouth, Thursday, February 2; Gloucester, Monday, Febraary 6, 
North-Eastern Circuit (Mathew, J., and Cave, J.)—Neweastle, W ’ 
January 11; Durham, Wednesday, January 18; York, Wednesday, January 
25; Leeds, Tuesday, January $1. North Wales Circuit (Lindky, LJ.)— 
Welchpool, Monday, January 16; Dolgelly, Tharsday, Janeary 19; Car 
rarvon, Saturday, January 21; Beaumaris, Thursday, January 26 ; Rathin, 
Saturday, January 28 ; Mold, Wednesday, February 1 ; Chester, Saturday, 
February 4; Cardiff, Saturday, February 11, South Wales Oireait (Wi. 
liama, J.)—Haverfordwest, Wednesday, Jannary 18; Cardigan, Saterday, 
January 21; Carmarthen, Wedaesday, January 25 ; Brecon, Mondag, 
January 30 ; Presteign, Tharsday, February 2; Chester, Saturday, Febdreary 
4; Cardifl, Saturday, February U1. The Commission for the Sarrey Assis 
will be opened at Kingston on Monday, February 6, by Doaman, J, and 
Stephen, J, 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


According to Kemp's Mercantile Gazette, the number of bills of sale filed 
in England and Wales during the week ending December 17 was 1,685. The 
number in the corresponding week of last year was 1,112, showing a decrease 
of 27, being a net increase, in 1881, to date, of 4,155. The number filed in 
Ireland during the same week was 31. The number in the corresponding 
week of last year was also 81, being a net increase, in 1881, to date, of 287. 
The pamber of failures in England and Wales gazetted during the week ending 
Saturday, December 17, was 215. The number in the corresponding week of 
last year was 248, showing a decrease of 33, being a total decrease, in 1881, to 
date, of 942. 


The Southampton borough magistrates have been occupied, this week, in a 
further hearing of the charge against Mr. William Henry Newman, solicitor, 
of that town, of misappropriating a sum of over £]4,000 trast money, part of 
the estate of the late Mr. Thomes Dawkins, of Catherington-house, Millbrook. 
The evidence for the prosecution being completed, and the mayor having stated, 
in reply to a question by Mr. Bell, defendent’s solicitor, that the bench were 
unavimously of opinion that there was a primd facie case, the defendant, who 
reserved his defence, was committed for trial at the next assizes at Winchester. 
He was removed in custody, no bail being applied for. 








At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale held on Friday, the 
16th inst., at their scale room, Crown Court-buildings, Old Broad-street, 
the following were amongst the prices obtained :—Investors’ Co-operative 
Society £1 A. shares, 5s. and 15s. paid, par; Pioneer Mines £1 shares, 
folly paid, 15+. ; St. Helens and District Tramways £10 shares, fully paid, 
£7 7s. 6d.; Indian Kingston and Sandhurst Gold Mining £1 shares, fully 
paid. 12s.; Standard Union Investment £1 shares, fully paid, 1-32 premium ; 

apits! Fire Insurance Association £10 shares, £1 paid, 14s. 6d.; Confede- 
rate States of America Bonds, } per cent.; Pare Beverage Company £1 
shares, fully paid, 15s.; } and 1-32 premium for call of Lombard Venetians 
at 13, end of January; 1 premium for call of Esypt Unified at 72}, 
end of January ; Turkish Gener«] Debt, San Domingo Bonds, and New 
Zealand Kapanga, were dealt in at market prices. And at the sale held 
on Tuesday, the 20th inst., the following were amongst the prices obtained :— 
Neuchatel Asphalte Company £10 preferred shares, fully paid, £2 2s. 614, ; 
Tramways Trast £5 shares, fully paid, £4; Oriental Telephone Company 
£1 shares, 10s. paid, par; Protector Endowment, Loan, and Annuity Com- 
psny £10 shares, £1 paid, 5s. ; New Zealand Kapanga, 13s. 9d.; Old Owla- 
combe Mines £1 shares, fully paid, 10s.; Exchequer Mines, 2s. 6d. ; other 
miscellaneous shares ‘etched fair prices. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 

Barciay.—Dec. 9, at 85, Rue de Rivoli, Paris, the wife of Thomas Barclay, bar- 
rister-at-law, of a son. 

Lanoc.—Nov. 21, at Malabar-hill, Bombay, the wife of Basil Lang, barrister-at- 
law, of a daughter. 

Reps Bee. 1d, at 95, Elgin-creecent, W., the wife of R. J. Quin, barrister-at-law, 
of @ 80n. 

Rozinson.—Dec. 17, at 10, Palace-gardens-terrace, W., the wife of Kildare 
Robinson, barrister-at-law, Inner Temple, of a daughter. 


DEATH, 


Cuntis.—Dec. 18, Charles John Curtis, solicitor, of 122, Portsiown-road, Maida- 
vale, aged 54. 








Leuryantvu.—The new and most powerful Reflector. Chappuis’ Patent, 69, Fleet. 
street, London.—[ Apvr. } ” aia 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Perpar, Dec 16, 1951, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Willi v 7 
rae ED epee ias Ae Man ane 
To Surrender in the Country, 

Bagge, ees Saag Manchester, Restaurant Keeper. Pet Dec 12. Lister. Man. 
Houston, Andrew, Newport, lle of Wight. Pet Dec 10. Blake. Newport, Dec 90 at 11 
Tesspar, Dec, 20, 1861. 

Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1969. 

Creditors must forward their proofs of debta to the Registrar. 


i, Maria taric Augusto, Sherwood at, Golden sq, Manufacturing Jeweller. 
Pet Dee 7. Hasiits, Jan il wt 12.30 : . egies: 


— C , Jermyn st, St James’, Hotel Keeper. Pet Dec 16. Pepys, Jan 
ozo 








To Surrender in the Country. 


Cox, John, Wellingborough, Northampton, Boot Upper Manufacturer. Pet Dec 15, 
Dennis. Northampton, Jan7 at 12.3 

Grundy, Richard, Southwell, Nottingham, Draper. Pct Dec 14. Patchitt. Notting. 
ham, Jan 6 at 11.30 

Harris, Charles, Wingham, Kent, Builder, Pet Dec 16. Furley. Canterbury, Jan 6 at 


1l 

Hazzlewood, Joseph, Town End, Golcar, near Huddersfield, Draper. Pet Dec 17, Jones, 
Huddersfield, Jan 3 at 11 . 

Hine, John William, King’s Norton, Worcester, Clerk. Pet Dec 16. Cole. Birming. 
ham, Jan 9 at 2 

Morris, John, Coleford, Gloucester, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 16. Davis. Newport, 
Jan 11 at 12 

Reddalls, George Holland, Nottingham, out of business. Pet Dec 15, Speed. Notting. 
ham, Jan 6 at 10.30 ; 

Shapland, William, Totterdown, Somerset, Carpenter. Pet Dec 16, Harley. Bristol, 
Jan 3 at 2 

Watts, George, Wellingborough, Northampton, Boot Upper Manufacturer, Pet Dec 16, 
Dennis. Northampton, Jan 7 at 11 

Watts, John, Wellingborough, Northampton, Boot Upper Manufacturer. Pet Dec 15, 
Dennis. Northampton, Jan 7 at 11,30 

Watts, Joseph, Wellingborough, Northampton, Boot Upper Manufacturer, Pet Dec 15, 
Dennis. Northampton, Jan 7 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fruipvay, Dec. 16, 1881. 


Barlow, Peter William, Broadstairs, Kent, Civil Engineer, Dec 2 
Hall, William Henry, Manchester. Dec 9 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Dec, 16, 1881, 


Adey, William Herbert, Salisbury, Builder, Dec 28 at 1l at Re Lion Hotel Milford st, 
Salisbury. Cobb and Smith 

Allen, Alfred, Newbury, Berks, Plumber. Dec 28 at 3 at Queen’ 
Nowbur. 

Astill, a, Warrington, Builder, Dec 30 at3 at offices of Davis, Market pl, War- 
rin n 

alwod, Isaac, Worcester, Fruiterer. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Tree and Son, High st, 
Worcester 

Baker, Edgar Arthur, Bridport, Innkeeper. Dec 30 at 12.30 at offices of Gundry, Downe 
st, Bridport. Lock, Dorchester ; 

Barrett, Edwin, Kettering, Innkeeper. Dec 23 at 12 at New Inn, Kettering. Rawlins 
and Son, Market Harborough 

Bassett, James, Bonvelstone, Cardiff, Carpenter. Dec 24 at 1 at offices of Miller, St 
Mary st, Cardiff 

Bastick, William Henry, High st, Exeter, Coal Merchant. Dec 31 at 12at 16, Queen st, 
Exeter. Rogers, Exeter 

Bibby, Luke, Farnworth,’ Lancaster, Confectioner. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Briscoe, 
Chancery lane, Bolton. Balshaw, Bolton , 

Bayley, William Birmingham, Bolton-le-Moors, Cotton Spinner. Jan 3 at 3 at Mitre 
Hotel, Cathedral yard, Manchester. Watkins and Son, Bolton 

Bower, John Thomas, Sittingbourne, Kent, Engineer. Jan 5 at 10,30 at offices of 
Gibson, West st, Sittingbourne 

Bramhill, George, Misson Springs, Misson, Nottingham, Farmer. Dec 31 at 3 at 
Reindeer Hotel, Doncaster. Newborn, Doncaster 

Briggs, William, junr., Hirst Courtney, Selby, York, Innkeeper, Dec 29 at 8 at Londes- 
borough Arms Hotel, Selby. Ford and Warren, Leeds 

Brown, John, Market pl, Morpeth, Northumberland, Grocer. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of 
Gillespie and Co, Cross House chmbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Brett, 
Morpeth 

Brown, John, St Clement’s, Cornwall, Butcher. Dec 27 at 11 at offices of Hodge and 
Co, Pydar st, Truro 

Carr, John William, Leeds, Silversmith. Dec 29 at 1.30 at Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham, 
Bond and Barwick, Leeds 

Carr, Henry. Russell crt, Catherine st, Publisher’s Bookbinder, Jan 2 at 2 at offices of 
Gorton, Bedford row 

Contes James, Laurels, Oxford, Farmer. Jan 6 at 3 at offices of Newman, Friar st, 

ading 

Caswell, Samuel Marsh, St Martin’s, Stamford Baron, Northampton, Farm Bailiff, 
Dec 30 at 11.30 at offices of Chapman, St Marys st, Stamford 

Clifford, William, Lilford rd, Brixton, Commercial Clerk. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of 
Keeble, Basinghall st 

Omen Benjamin, Woollen Merchant, Leeds. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Carr, Albion st, 


Cochrane, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hatter. Dec 29 at 2 at offices of Chartres 
and Co, Grainger st West, een Ee 

Cole, James, Checquer’s Inn, Buckland, Hertford, Publican. Jan 4 at2 at offices of 
Nash, High st. Royston 

Collyer, John, Burlington lane, Chiswick, Dairyman, Dec 30 at 2 at offices of Dixon 
and Co, Bedford row : 

Corry, John, Over Compten, Dorset, Miller. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of Watts, Yeovil 

Oo” Zs Rye Inkpen, Berks, Farmer. Dec 30 at 12,30 at Three Swans Hotel 

ungerfo' 

Coupe, Thomas, and William Henry Coupe, Fulling, Millers, Deo 28 at 11 at offices of 
Standring, Yorkshire st, Rochdale 

Cutler, Felix, Boscombe, nr Bournemouth, Hants, Builder, Deo 20 at 1 at offices of 
Trevanion, New st, Poole 

Devereux, Frederick Thomas, and Arthur Edward Devereux, Bilston, Drapers. Dec 28 
at 11 at Staffordshire Cocoa and Coffee House, Swan Bank, Bilston. Fellows, 


Bilston 

Dovey, Herbert James, Blatchington rd, Hove, Sussex, Watchmaker, Deo 28 at 3 at 
offices of Goodman, North st, Brighton 

Dyke, William, jun, Penkridge, Stafford, Beer Dealer. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of Bowen, 
Martin st, Stafford 

Eaton, Edward, Manchester, of no occupation. Jan 4at3 at offices of Boote and 
Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Ephraim, Simon, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Clothier. Dec 29 at 2 at offices of Joel, New- 
gate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Fletcher, Richard Philip, Claremont pl, Bath, Gent. Jan 4 at 2at offices of Collins 
and Son, Abbey Churchyard, Bath 

Ford, Arthur, Canal st, Nottingham, General Dealer. Dec ® at 3 at offices of Norman, 
Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Franks, Termatuhe, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, York, Shoemaker. Dec 20 9t 3 at officas of 
Bainbridge and Barnley, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

—, John Evan, Cambridge, Fencing Master. Dec 24at Black Swan, Guildhall st, 


Giffard, Maria Cameron, Cheltenham, of no occupation. Deo 28 at 8 at offices of Gabb, 
Essex eh Cheltenham 

Gower, Charles, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Corn Merchant. Dec 20 at 2 at offices of 
Robinson, Vestry house, Christchurch passage, Newgate st 

Grattan, John, St Albans, Herts, Boot nufacturer, Dec 20 at 3 at Mason’s Hall, 
Mason's Avenue. Young, Newgate st 

oon eed Jonathan, Rochdale, Farmer, Dee 30 at 3 at offices of Worth, Lower Gate 

ochdale 


otel, Newbury. Lucas, 
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Grover, Thomas Alexander, High Oross, Tottenham, Grocer. Dec 29 at 2 at offices of 
Nicholls and Leatherdale, Old Jewry chmbrs. Piesse and Son, Old Jewry chbrs 

es, Thomas Edward, Leicester, Coach Builder. Deo 30 at 12 at offices of Hunter 

and Curtis, Halford st, Leicester 

Guibal, Susanna Jane Foulkes, Liverpool, Educational Agent. Jan 3 at 3 at offices of 
Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Eccles, Liverpool 

Harlock, George, Nantwich, Manufacturing Clothier. Jan 3 at 12 at offices of Martin, 
Welsh row, Nantwich ; 

Hartland, qo Tipton, Stafford, Coal Dealer. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of Whitehouse, 

udley rd, Tipton 

Hortill William, Kidderminster, Journeyman Painter. Dec 23 at 3.30 at offices of Miller 
and Corbet, Church st, Kidderminster 

Heptinstall, William Flower, Knottingley, York, Grocer. Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Carter 
and Atkinson, Corn Market, Pontefract 

Herdman, Edward, Hexham, Northumberland, Builder. Dec 29 at 1 at offices of Lock- 


Hexham 

Higgins, Francis, Pontefract, Market Gardener. Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Foster and 
Raper, Ropergate : 

Hill, William Thomas, South Shields, Boot Maker. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Duncan 
and Duncan, Market pl, South Shields 

Hodgson, Frank Benjamin, Worcester terr, Kilburn Park, Silk Throwster. Dec 27 at 
3 at offices of Pain Marylebone ra 

Holmes, Samuel, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 4 at 3 at offices of Ede, 
Finsbury pra 

Horsfall, Jo n, and Eli Horsfall, Warley, Halifax, Worsted Spinners. Dec 30 at 3 at 
offices of Storey, King Cross st, Halifax 

Hosack, William John, Buckingham Palace rd, Commercial Traveller. Dec 28 at 1 at 
offices of Lewis, Weymouth st, Portland 

Housham, Charles, Laughton, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 3 at 11 at offices of Plaskitt and 
Robbs, Gainsborough 

Johnson, Sabina, Horncastle, Lincoln, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 27 at 1l at 7, Lindsey ct, 
Horncastle. Clitherow and Elsey 

Jolly, Ambrose, Goring, Oxford, Farmer, Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Newman, Friar st, 
Reading 

Jones, Margaret Ellen, Llanfacreth, Anglesea, Brewer. Dec 27 at 1 at the Queen’s 
Head Café, High st, Bangor. Edwards, Liverpool 

Jones, Thomas, John Jones, and James Jones, Groes, Denbigh, Japanners. Dec 28 at 11 
at offices of Hall, Lichfield st, Bilston 

Knights, Charles John Roberts, Kett’s hill, Thorpe, Norwich, out of business. Dec 28 
at 12 at offices of Brock, Briggs st, Norwich 

Krans, John Frederick, Denmark hill, Camberwell, Baker. Jan 3 at 2 at office of Plews 
and Co, Mark lane 

Lambert, Owen, Southgate rd, Islington, Cab Proprietor. Dec 22 at 11 at the Lord 
Napier Tavern, London Fields, Hackney. Dobson, Minories 

Lever, John William, Thomas Whitehead Lever, and James Lever, Denton, Lancaster, 
Hat Manufacturers. Jan dat 3 at the Mitre Hotel, Catheural gates, Manchester. 
Storer and Co, Manchester 

Lister, Edwin, Churwell, Leeds, York, Innkeeper. Dec 28 at 2.30 at the Commercial 
Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Wooler and Co, Morely 

McLucas, Archibald Allan, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Printer. Dec 30 at 12 at offices of 
Morgan and Co, Market sq, Pontypridd. Thomas 

Morgan, Lewis, Cymmer, Llantrissant, Glamorgan, Grocer. Dec 29 at1 at offices of 
Collins. Broad st 

Moss, Joseph Mansell, and James Hindley, Beswick, Manchester, Engineers. Dec 28 at 
3.30 at Grundy and Co, Booth st, Manchester. Knowles and Tbompson, Newchurch 

Myatt, John, Barlaston, Stafford, Farmer. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Ingle and Co, 
Threadneedle st. Paddock and Sons, Hanley 

Naylor, William Henry, Tong road, Leeds, Hay and Straw Dealer. Jan 4 at 3 at offices 
of Weston and Co, Park row, Leeds 

Nice, Henry Edward, Junction rd, Upper Holloway, Cheesemonger. Dec 29 at 2 at 
Offices of Bartlett, Bedford st, Covent garden 

Nicholas, Charles, Hockley, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Hawkes and 
Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Overington, John, Arundel, Sussex, Plumber. Dec 29 at 2 at Norfolk Hotel, Arundel. 
Holmes and Co, Arundel 

Parry, Frederick, Brislington,|Somerset, Stone and Lias Merchant. Dec 29 at 2 at offices 
of Tribe and Co, Albion chmbrs, Small st, Bristol. Fussell and Co, Bristol 

Partridge, Joseph, Old Kent rd, Warehouseman. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Tanner, 
Circus pl, Finsbury circus 

Peters, John, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller. Dec 29 at 2 at Great Western Hotel, 
Monmouth st, Birmingham. Fitter, Birmingham 

Phillips, Thomas, Cefn Crig, Llangunider, Brecon, out of business. Jan 6 at 11 at 
offices of Lewis and Jones, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Pratt, Elijah, East Tuddenham, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 30 at 12 at offices of Hardy, 
Castle chmbrs, Obie st. Norwich 

Reid, David, Holderness rd, Kingston-upon-Hull, Nurseryman, Dec 28 at 11 at offices 
of Priestman, Temple bldgs, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Ridley, James, Jarrow-upon-T'yne, Durham, Grocer. Dec 28 at 3 at No. 32, Grainger 
st West, Newcastle upon-Tyne. Newlands, South Shields 

Rippin, Henry William, High st, Stratford, Brush Manufacturer. Dec 29 at 3 at Mullens’ 
Hotel, Ironmonger lane Downing, Basinghal! st 

Robertshaw, Joshua, Bradford, Clogger. Dec 30 at 11 at offices of Peel and Co, Chapel 
lane, Bradford 

Rosser, James, Coleford, Gloucester, Colliery Manager. Jan 2 at 12 at offices of Gold- 
ring, Cinderford 

Rudge, Enoch, and Henry Jones, Ettingshall Colliery, Sedgley, Stafford, Royalty 
Masters. Dec 31 at 11 at the Globe Hotel, Mount pleasant, Bilston, Bowen 

Scott, Samuel, Brandon, Durham, outof business, Dec 27 at 11 at the Rose and Crown 
Inn, Market pl, Durham, Criddle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Selby, William, Tempsford, Bedford, Butcher. Dec 30 at 2 at the Greyhound Hotel, 
Sandy, Bedford. Conquest and Clare, Bedford 

Siddall, Samuel, Blackburn, Lancaster, Schoolmaster. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Need- 
ham, Exchange st, Blackburn 

Smith, Edwin Hutton, Dewsbury Moor, York, Landscape Gardener, Dec 28 at 10,15 at 
offices of Scholes and Son, Wakefield rd, Shrewsbury A 

Smith, Joseph, Grantham, Lincoln, Calf Dealer. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Smith, 
Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham 

Spilsbury, Henry, Spring Hill, Birmingham, Warwick, Baker. Jan 8 at 8 at offices of 
Buller and Bickley, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Stainer, Henry, Southsea, Portsea, Hants, Greengrocer. Dec 29 at 2 at offices of Casey, 
St George's sq, Portsea. Paterson, Portsea 

Sutton, Geor ilham Heather, Romsey, Southampton, Ironmonger. Dec 28 at 12 at 
Guildhall Tovern, King st, Cheapside. Killby, Southampton 

on, Edward, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Stonemason. Dec 28 at 3 at officas of Spencer 
and Reeve, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells. Richardson 

Townsend, George, Eastfield Cottages, Hastfield rd, Hnfield Highway, Builder. Dec 28 
at 11 at offices of Digby and Tabor, Biomfield st, London Wall 

Ward, Elizabeth Ann, Buckpool, Werdslgy, Einqowiatord, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 28 at 
8 at offices of Homfray cal thereon, gh st, Brierley Hill 

Watkins, Alfred, Greenwich, Kent, Engineer. Dec 30 at 2 at offices of Edmonds and 
Co, Cheapside. Kebbel, Gatherine et, Tower hill 

West, James, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, rocer. Dec 29 at 12 at offices of Collins, Bristol. 
Morgan bumang te a 

ley, James, Kirkham, Lancaster, Pawnbroker. Jan 6 at 11.30 at offices of Dickson, 

Station rd, Kirkham 

"yee. Anne, Fetching, Sussex, Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Schomberg, Middle st, 





Whyle, Alfred Thomas, Whittlesey, Cambridge, Baker. Jan 6 at 12 at offices of Reeve, 
High causeway, Whittlesey 

Williams, Robert, Tranmere, Chester, Brickmaker, Jan 9 at 3 at offices of Harris and 
Gorst, Lord st, Liverpool r 

Williams, Thomas, Bigyn, Llanelly, Brick Manufacturer. Dee 28 at 11 at offices of 
Howell, Stepney st, Lianelly 

Woodward, Edward, Nottingham, Joiner. Jan 2 at 4 at offices of Browne and Sons, 
bromley House, Market pl, Nottingham 

Tvespay, Dec. 20, 1881. 

Allwood, Joseph, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Coal Dealer. Jan 2 at 12 at offices of 
Overell and Son, Leamington 

jae Edward, Durham, Grocer. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of Mawson, North Bailey, 
Jurham 

Beetensou, William Thomas, Stoke-upon-Trent, out of business, Dee 31 at 11 at offices 
of Challinor, Cheapside, Hanley 

Bell, James, Burslem, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 31 at 11 at offices of Hollina- 
head and Moody, Tunstall 

Bevan, John James, Parson’sgreen, Fulham, Builder, Dec 29 at 3 at Inns of Court 
Hotel, High Holborn, Finnis and Wylie 

Blake, Thomas, Grand parade, Brighton, Butcher. Jan 3 at 3 at offices of Nye, North 
st, Brighton 

Boniface, Benjamin, West Grinstead, Sussex, Farmer. Jan 6 at 12 at King’s Head 
Hotel, Horsham. Medwin and Co, Horsham 

Boreham, Robert George, Hunter st, Brunswick sq, Decorative Artist. Dec 28 at 3 at 
offices of Woodfin and Wray, Tower chmbrs, London wall 

Bowers, Thomas Wayman, Upwell, Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 12 at 2 at offices of Webber, 
Upwell, Cambridgeshire 

Bundy, William Nelson, Whittlesey, Cambridge, Flax Scutcher. Dec 30 at 10.30 at office 
of Peed, Whittlesey 

Butterworth, Benjamin, Oldham, no occupation. Jan 5 at 3 at offices of Whitaker, St 
Peter st, Oldham 

Butlin, George Scott, Northampton, Grocer. Jan 3 at 11 at offices of Andrew, Market 
sq, Northampton 

Calvert, John William, Leeds, Publican. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of Brooke, East parade, 
Leeds 

Carter, James, Whitehall rd, Uxbridge, Builder. Jan 11 at 3 at Chequers Hotel, High st, 
Uxbridge. Davis, Basinghall st 

Clarke, William, Walton-on-the-Hill, nr Liverpool, Tram Owner, Jan 4 at 2 at office of 
Cotton, South John st, Liverpool 

Clarkson, Thomas, jun, Fleetwood, Lancaster, Grocer. Jan 4at3 at offices of Thorp, 
Lune st, Preston. Addie, Fleetwood 

Coates, Edward William, Leamington, Manufacturer. Jan 4 at 3 at offices of Horton 
and Redfern, Imperial chmbrs. Colmore row, Birmingham 

Coleman, John Bennett, Mitchel Dean, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Dec 28a 3 at George 
Hotel, Mitchel Dean. Whatley, Mitchel Dean 

Collins, Edward James, Dudley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 29 at 11 at offices 
of Stokes and Hooper, Priory st, Dudley 

Coulthard, James Battin, Burkham, Bentworth, Southampton, Farmer. Jan 5 at 12.30 
at Red Lion Hotel, Basingstoke. Downie 

Coupe, Thomas, Wardle, nr Rochdale, Lancaster, Fulling Miller. Dec 29 at 11 at offices 
of Standring, Yorkshire st, Rochdale e 

Crump, Edward Callow, South Littleton, Worcester, out of business. Jan 6 at 11 at 
offices of New and Co, Bridge st, Evesham 

Daiby, Samuel, Bradford, York, Picture Dealer. 
Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 

Day, George, Luton, Bedford, ‘Tailor. Jan 3 at 3 at offices of Neve, Chapel st, Luton 

Dewsbury, William, Accrington, Lancaster, Draper. Jan6 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral 
yd, Manchester. Hodgson, Burnley 

Dipple, William, Birmingham, Brass Founder. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Jagger, Cherry 
st, Birmingham 

Doggerell, James, Frome, Somerset, Woollen Draper. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of Beck. 
ingham, Alb'on chmbrs, Broad st, Bristol 

Brae, Wokinew, Halifax, Wool Dealer. Jan 4 at 11 at offices of Newton, Fountain st, 
Halifax 

Duly, it Daniel, Loughton, Essex. Dec 39at 3 at Crown Hotel, Loughton. Hawkins, 
Leadenhall st 

Elly, a Cheadle, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 30 at 12 at offices of Sword, Cheapside, 

anley 

Evans, Thomas, Aston, Birmingham, Grocer, 
row, Birmingham 

Farbridge, Joshua Blenk, South Shields, Durham, Builder. Jan 3 at1l at offices of 
Mabane and Graham, Barrington st, South Shields 

Fewtrell, John Hubert, Aston, Warwick, Draper’s Assistant. Dec 30 at 11 at offices of 
Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 

Fisher, William Harding, All-Hallows-on-the-Walls, Exeter, Grocer. Jan 5 at 12 at 
Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Orchard, Exeter 

Forbes, Andrew, Ashmore rd, Harrow rd, Commercial Traveller. Jan 4 at 12 at offices 
of Walker, Furnival’s inn 

Fox, Thomas John, Withernsea, York, out of business. Jan 2 at 2 at offices of Thorp and 
Firth, Bishop lane, Lowgate, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Gillies, John, Sydney sq, Mile end rd, of no occupation. Jan 14 at 3 at offices of Cannon, 
Wool Exchange, Coleman st 

> Stephen, Haxby York, Farmer. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of Dyson, Coney st 

r. 


Dec 30 at ‘3 at offices of Berry and 


Dec 30 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Temple 


Yo: 

Goldman, Jules, Aldermanbury Postern, Picture Frame Dealer, Jan 12 at 3 at offices of 
Cannon, Wool Exchange, Coleman st 

Gray, George, Weston-on-Irent, Derby, Farmer. Jan 5 at 3 at offices of Brigga 
Amen alley, Derby 

Groombridge, Frederick, Elizabeth ter, South Hampstead, Provision Merchant. Jan 2 
at 2 at offices of Lewis, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn 

Guppy, Sarah, Drayton, Somerset, Licensed Victualler, Jan 2 at 2.30 at the Langport 
Arms Hotel, Langport, Somerset. Bollen 

Hammond, Joshua Alexander, Tabard st, Southwark, Bird Dealer. Jan 10 at 2 at office 
of Thompson, Great Dover st, Borough 

Hanson, Heywood, and Henry Hoff, Manchester, Painters. Jan 5 at3 at offices of 
Rylance, Essex st, Manchester ‘ 

Harman, George, Freshford, nr Bath, Flock and Shoddy Manufacturer. Jan 6 at3.30 
at office of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. Jackson, Gloucester 

Harris, Rowland, Enfield Highway, Brickmaker. Jan 5 at 11 at office of Blake and Co, 
College hill, Cannon st 

Harrop, Harriet, Lower Broughton, Manchester, Grocer, Jan 4 at 3 at offices of Darbi- 
shire and Co, George st, Manchester 

Hayhoe, Henry Parker, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Patent Paint Solvent Manufacturer. Jan 
Yat ll at the Fox Hotel, Stowmarket. Gudgeon 

Hedges, Joseph, Virginia row, Bethnal Green, Oil and Colourman’s Manager. Jan 4 at 
2 atoflice of Reed, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Heppell, Thomas Brown Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Farmer, Jan 2 at 1] at offices of 
Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hoadley, Alfred, West Grinstead, Farmer. Jan 6 at 3 at King’s Head Hotel, Horsham. 
Medwin and Co, Horsham 

Holmes, Louis, Baildon, Leeds, Wine, Spirit, and Cigar Merchant. Deo 30 at 11 at offices 
of Lancaster and Co, Manor row, Bradford 

Holt, Herbert, Fakenham, Norfolk, Schoolmaster, Jan 15 at 11 at offices of Rumbelow, 
Bridge st, Fakenham 

Repkaan, Samuel Edward, Brunswick pl, City rd, Carver. Jan 10 at 2 at offices of 
Henry, Furnival’s inn, Rolborn 

Hoveriant, Louis, Weston st, Bermondsey, Restaurant Keeper, Deo 80 at 12 at offices 
of Langtonand Son, Queen st 
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Hudspeth, John, Bedlington, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Dec 30 at 11.30 at offices of 
Gillespie and Co, Cross House chmbrs, Newcastle-on-Tyne : 

Husband, Joseph, Redcar, York, Licensed Victualler. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of Bain- 
bridge and Barnley, rage ne ees 

Ironmonger, John Charles, Wallis bldgs, Plaistow rd, West Ham, Dairyman. Dec 29 
at 11 at 49, Bromley st, Commercial rd. Archer, Gellatly rd, Peckham 

Jones, Olivia Maud, Altrincham, Chester, Schoolmistress. Jan 5 at}3 at offices of 
Nicholls and Co, Market st, Altrincham. Warner and Burder, Manchester 

Joyce, Thomas, Great Hermitage st, Wapping, General Provision Merchant. Dec 31 at 
12 at offices of Ellis and Crossfield, Mark lane 

Kaill, John Thomas, Dresden, Florence, Stafford, Baker. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of 
Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Kettle, George, Skeyton, Norfolk, Horse Dealer. 
Linay, Norwich , 

Knapp, Edward Seymour, Bath, Commission Agent. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of Wilton 
and Sons, Westgate bldgs, Bath 

Knott, Wliliam, Duke st, Grosvenor sq, Saddler. Jan 5 at 3 at the Incorporated Law 
Society, Chancery lane. Cooke and Co, Duke st, Manchester sq 

Langton, Samuel Wade, Leicester, Coal Merchant. Dec 30 at 12 at offices of Buckby, 
Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Leoni, Sigismund, St Paul st, New North rd, Gas Engineer. Dec 31 at 11 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury sq | 

Lewis, William, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Lewis, Zetland 
rd, Middlesborough 

Lucas, Henry, Deacon st, Walworth rd, Baker. Dec 28 at 1 at offices of Parker, West st, 
St George’s rd, Southwark. Ody, Blackfriars rd 

Macgregor, John, Commercial rd East, Hosier. Jan 3 at 2 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Lee and Co, St Paul’s churchyard 

Mitchell, John Henry, Manchester, Greengrocer. Jan 12 at 3 at offices of Rawes, 
Bexley sq, Salford 

Mooney, John, Caledonian rd, Corn Chandler. Dec 30 at 3’at offices of Cooper and Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Morgan, William, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Picture Frame Manufacturer. Jan 2at 11 
at offices of Sayce and Baker, Lion st, Abergavenny 

Moss, David, and Isaac Levy, Walworth rd, Surrey, Cigar and Tobacco Manufac- 
turers. Dec 29 at 12 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’-avenue, Basinghall st 

om, ~~ ated Walton, Liverpool, Builder. Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Knowles, Cook st, 

iverpoo 
—, Edwin, Mollington, Chester, Brewer. Jan 3 at 11 at offices of Walker and Co, 
ester 

Pitt, Thomas, junr, Bromyard, Hereford, Baker. Jan 4 at 10.15 at Hop Market Hotel, 
Foregate st, Worcester. Browne, Bromyard , 

Fybus, Frederick John, Ramsgate, Kent, Patent Medicine Vendor. Jan 7 at 1 at Guild- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st, London 

Redfearn, John, Know! Bridge, Huddersfield, Farmer. 
and Miller, Holmfirth 

Roberts, Enoch, Fartown, Huddersfield, Grocer, Jan 2 at 3 at officosof Barker and Co, 
Estate bldgs, Huddersfield 

Roberts, Thomas, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Baker. Jan 4at 12 at the Law Association 
Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Chamberlain, Llandudno 

Robertson, Walter Scott, Collyhurst, Manchester, Brattice Cloth Manufacturer. Jan 
10 at 3 at offices of Gregory and Ramsdale, York st, Manchester. Tucker, Manchester 

Robinson, Edward Thomas, Hastings, Sussex, Bootmaker. Dec 29 at 3 at the Albert 
Hotel, Queen’s rd, Hastings. Mann, Hastings 

Rogers, Jesse, Frensham, Surrey, Baker. Jan 7 at 11 at offices of Knight and Ward, 
West st, Farnham 

Rogers, William, West Bromwich, Scrap Iron Dealer. Dec 31 at 10.15 at offices of 
Lowe and Sons. Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Rosser, Thomas Edward, Swansea, Plumber. 
st, Swansea 

Russell, John, Keighley, York, Draper. 
North st, Keighley 

Saker, Joseph, Horsham, Woking, Surrey, Draper. Jan 4at2at offices of Edmonds 
and Co, Cheapside. Durbidge, ———— bldgs, Chancery lane 

Saunderson, William Ashton, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Ironmonger. Jan 2 at 2.15 at 
the Midland Hotel, Station rd, Sheffield. Woodhouse, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Scales, Charles Henry, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacconist. Dec 30 at 12 at offices of 
Walker and Spink, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

—? John, Bradford, Stuff Merchant. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Neill, Kirkgate, 

or 


Jan 2 at 12 at offices of Sadd and 


Jan 2 at3 at offices of Iveson 


Jan 3 at 3 at offices of Thomas, Fisher 


Jan 4 at 3 at officss of Spencer and Clarkson, 


Sharpin, Robert George, Crown rd, Fulham, Brewer. Dec 28 at 2 at Windsor Castle 
Hotel, King st West, Hammersmith. Waring, King st West, Hammersmith 

Shaw, Hamilton Herwood, Swansea, Glamorgan, Timber Merchant. Dec 29 at 3 at 
offices of Richards, Castle sq, Swansea 

Spafford, Edward, Boothby, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 9 at 11 at offices of Tweed and Co, 
Saltergate, Lincoln 

Stamp, Edward, Higher Openshaw, near Manchester, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Dec 28 
at 11 at King’s Arms Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Duckworth, Manchester 





Stone, John Alfred, South Marsden, Wilts, Licensed Victualler. Dec 29 at 11 at offices 
of Coleman and Co, North st, Swindon, Wilts 

Suddards, Edmund, South Shields, Durham, Builder. Jan 3 at 12 at offiees of Mabang 
and Graham, Barrington st, South Shields 

Sutcliffe, Anthony, and Rufus Woodhead, Halifax, Machine and Window Blind Makers, 
Jan 5 at 3 at offices of Jubb and Booth, Harrison rd, Halifax 

Thompson, George, Prestwich, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Jan 4at 3 at offices of 
Gardner, Cooper st, Manchester 

Tilley, Samuel, Brondesbury rd, Kilburn, Jan 9 at 12 at Cannon st Hotel, Cannon gt, 
Dubois and Reid, Pancras lane, Queen st : 

Tripp, Frederick Charles, Hastings, Sussex, Cabinet Maker. 
Savery, Trinity st, Hastings 

Tomlinson, Robert Hackett, Nottingham, Painter. 
Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Vogl, Moritz, Hamsell st, Falcon sq, Leather Bag Manufacturer, Jan 10 at 11 at offices 
of Ballard, Clifford’s inn 

Wadey, Isaac, Five Oaks, Billingshurst, Wheelright. Jan 9 at 12 at offices of Medwin 
and Co, Horsham 

Wakefield, William, East Lound, Haxey, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 29 at 1.30 at the White 
Hart Hotel, Gainsborough. Page, jun, Flaxengate 

Walker, George Kiddy, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, General Warehouseman, 
Dec 31 at 11 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Warner, Theodore, Peel bldgs, Lower Temple st, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Deg 
30 at 2 at offices of Sargent and Son, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Watthurst, George William, Maidstone, Kent, Builder’s Clerk. Jan 2 at 11 at offices of 
Norman, High st, Chatham 

Watson, Nathan, Steam Joinery, Shieldfield, Newcastle upon Tyne. Dec 29 at 1 at offices 
of Hoyle and Co, Westgate rd, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Watson, Walter, New North rd, Islington, Hair Dresser. Dec 28 at 2 at offices of 
Norris, Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane 

Wenier, ore: and David Maurice Moses, Dyer’s bldgs, Holborn, Jewellers. Dec 
dl - k - the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yard, Lothbury. Myers, Gresham bldgs, 

uildha’ 

Wilhelm, Jocob, Umberston st, Commercial rd, Baker. Dec 30 at 11 at offices of 
Dobson, Minories 

Wilson, James, Birmingham, Family Grocer. Jan 2 at 2 at offices of Baker and Gibson, 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham, Phillips, Birmingham 

Wood, Henry, Ross, Hereford, Grocer. Dec 31 at 12 at offices of Gardner and Co, 
Bristol. S bly, Bristol 

Woodhouse, Elijah, and Lewis Woodhouse, Stanley rd, Woodford, Builders. Dec 30 at 
11 at offices of Wolferstan and Co, Ironmonger lane 

Woodward, Jane, Wolverhampton, Basket Dealer. Jan 5 at 11 at offices of Whitehouse, 
Queen st, Wolverhampton 





Dec 29 at 2 at offices of 
Jan 3 at 3 at offices of Cockayne, 
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Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.—A// communications intended for publication 
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the writer. 


The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communi- 
cations. 


*,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made by persons 
desirous of obtaining back numbers of the Soutcitors’ JovaNat, as only a small 
number of copies remain on hand. 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, | 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality‘ 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 


to end of preceding month. 


AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE 

for inserting particulars in their FREE MONTHLY 
REGISTER of ESTATES, 
HOUSES, Furnished or Unfurnished, or for Sale, to be 
had GRATIS at their Offices, or post-free for two ee 
Published on the Ist of the month, and particulars for 
insertion should be sent not later than five days previous 


Valuations for Probate and Transfer. 
Estate and Auction Offices, 8, Pall Mall East, 8.W. 


NIVERSITY OF LONDON. 

The following are the Dates at which the several 

EXAMINATIONS in the University or Lonpon for the 
year 1882 will COMMENCE :— 

Matricutation.—Monday, January 9, and Monday, June 


TOWN and COUNTRY 


19. 
BacHEtor or Arts.—Intermediate, Monday, July 17. 
B.A., Monday, October 23. 
Master or Arts.—Branch I., Monday, June 5; Branch 
II., Monday, June 12; Branch III., Monday, June 19." 
Doctor or LirERATURE.—Intermediate, Monday, June 5. 


Surveys. 





starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. | 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when | 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 

H. SCHWEITZER & CO, 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE o ee - MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. | 








Draughtsmen. 


6d, and 1s, each. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITER 
ND SOLICITORS. 


A RS 
STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS, 


This new Ink supplies the demand continually made bu 
never before met, for a Red Ink which is uninjured b, 
Steel or other Metallic Pens. 
for months do not impair the beauty of its colour, nor are 
the Pens in the least corroded by it. The existing Red 
Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red colour 
if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens. 
colour is a very rich scarlet red of great beauty. The 
colour of this ink is not affected by use upon parchment 
and is consequently of great value to Solicitors and 


Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s., 3s. ; and im 
quarts of 40 ounces at 6s. each, Also in glass bottles at 


SOLD BY ALL STATIONERS. 


D.Lit., Tuesday, December 5. 
Scrrprurat Examrnations.—Tuesday, November 28. 
BACHELOR oF Screncr.—Intermediate, Monday, July 17. 
B.8c., Monday, October 16. 
Docror or Scrzncr.—Within the first twenty-one days of 


une. 
BacueEtor or Laws.—Intermediate, } Monday, Jan. 2. 


L.B., 
Doctor or Laws.—Thursday, Janu: 12. 
BACHELOR or MEDICINE.—Preliminary Scientific, Mon- 
day, July 17. 
Intermediate, Monday, July 31. 
M.B., Monday, November 6. 
BacHEtor or Surcery.—Tyesday, December 5. 
Master 1n SurGeRry.—Monday, December 4. 
Doctor or Mepicinz.—Monday, December 4. 
SuBJECTS RELATING TO PuBLIc HxrattH,—Monday, 
December 11. 
BacHELor oF Music.—Intermediate, Monday, Dec. 11. 
B.Mus., Monday, December 18. 
Doctor or Music,—Intermediate, Monday, December 11. 
D.Mus., Monday, December 18. 


Steel Pens left in this in 


This new 


rial 








BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


A 


N.E., or E. of London. 
(acquired abroad), German, 





YOUNG LADY requires a Re-engage- 
ment as Morning or Daily Governess in the N., 
Acquirements: English, French 
usic, Singing, and Drawing. 
references.—Address, L., 149, Evering-road, N. 


The Regulations relating to the above Examinations and 
Degrees may be obtained on application to *‘ The Registrar 
of the University of London, Burlington Gardens, London, 
7. 


ARTHUR MILMAN M.A., Registrar, 
December 16th, 1881, 

















